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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE print elsewhere some new Su e Court Funds Rules, 
repealing part of rule 30, and rules 41, 73, and 74 of the Rules 
of 1886, and substituting other rules rendered necessary by the 
provisions of the Trustee Act, 1893. 





An rvspxction of the cause books of the five judges of the 

Division shews that up to the end of this week there 

are 85 cases set down before Mr. Justice Currry, 56 before Mr. 

Justice Nortu, 65 before Mr. Justice Srratine, 78 before Mr. 

Justice Kexewrcn, and 78 before Mr. Justice Romer, making in 

all 362, a short list as compared with the 524 cases which 
appeared in the printed list for Michaelmas, 1593. 





Tue ist of appeals for the Hilary Sittings, 1894, will be as 
meagre as was anticipated. At present it is only from the 
cause books that an idea can be obtained of the ap which 
will appear in the lists. In the book for Appeal Court No 2 
there are 15 final and 2 interlocutory appeals from the Chancery 
Division. In the book for A) Court No. 1 there are 45 ap- 

from the Queen’s and Admiralty Divisions, and 3 
ankruptcy appeals. There are also 11 cases in the new trial 
paper, and there are 5 cases in which judgments are reserved, 
ee of the Master of the Rolls having delayed their 
very. 





TuEre 1s a considerable batch of Acts of Parliament which 
will come into operation on Monday next. The chief of these 
measures are the consolidating and amending Industrial and 
Provident Societies Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c, 39), to the pro- 
visions of which we have drawn attention, ante, pp. 52, 94; the 
Elementary Education (Blind and Deaf Children) Act, 1893 
(c. 42), which is to be read with the Elementary Education Acts, 
1870 to 1891, and prescribes the obligation of parents and of 
school authorities with to such children; the latter being 
bound either to maintain, or contribute to the maintenance of, a 
school certified by the Education ent as suitable for 
viding such education ; the short entary Education (School 
Attendance) Act, 1893 (c. 51), which raises the for total or 
partial exemption from the obligation to attend 1 to eleven 
years of age; the Trustee Act, 1893 (c. 53), which we discuss 
elsewhere ; and the Fertilizers and Feeding Stuffs Act, 1893 


it 56), which Fa ay for implied warranties on the sale of 


ertilizers and feeding stuffs. 





We report elsewhere a speech by Mr. G. J. Jounson, the 
Mayor of Birmingham, on the occasion of the presentation to 
him of an address by his professional brethren, which furnishes 
a rather striking illustration of the advantages to the public 
which may be afforded by a law society. a t in 
Birmingham Ger ‘xn ach 4 "genaral good eeling - 

Pog * , 


other persons who. promote 
: no use,” said one of 
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piece of work that is 
of ten or twelve of you, 


settle it.” Very we i 
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due to the existence of a local law society, but we ought 
probably to add that something more is necessary. There 
must be such a society headed by men of high character and 
ability, setting an example of fair and courteous dealing, good 

ing and consideration for their brethren. At the same time 
we are bound to say that, so far as our experience goes, tho 
bitterest contests between solicitors over legal matters take place 
in small towns where no law society exists and there is nothing 
to bring the members of the profession together in friendly 
intercourse. In such places the lesson ‘Maintain your point 
but keep your temper ” is not always observed, and tho relations 
between the local solicitors are sometimes too strained to admit 
of the friendly discussion which would otherwise result in the 
settlement of matters. Perhaps we may also add that, happy 
as may be the relations of Birmingham solicitors to each other, 
they, or some of them, can pany a very firm and unyielding 
front to alien solicitors who, living in the metropolis, have not 
the advantage of belonging to the local brotherhood. They are 
not usually taken to the club, or made much of, or always 
amicably settled with. 





Ir woutp seem that section 3 of the Married Women’s Pro- 
rty Act, 1893, is intended to overrule the doctrine laid down 
in Wiliock vy. Noble (L. R. 7 H. L. 580) that a will made by a 
married woman during coverture will not pass property acquired 
by her after the coverture unless re-executed or republished 
after the coverture. The doctrine is primd facie at variance with 
section 24 of the Wills Act, which enacts that every will shall 
be construed with reference to the real and personal estate 
comprised in it, so as to take effect as if it had been executed 
immediately before the death of the testator. But in the case of 
married women this provision was held to be qualified by sec- 
tion 8, which — that no will made by a married woman 
should be valid except such a will as might have been made by a 
married woman before the passing of the Act. Before the passing 
of the Act she could, if executrix, make a will appointing an 
executor to continue the representation to the original testator, 
and sho could make a will in exercise of a power. But otherwise 
she could only make a will of her separate estate, or, as to other 
estate, with the consent of her husband. The provision, then, 
that the will was to speak from the date of death was useless to 
her, for, by reason of section 8, it could only include property 
which was her separate estate, or property belonging to her 
during the coverture to the disposal of which her husband had 
given his consent. Hence, where a widow, who had made a 
will during coverture, acquired property after the coverture, the 
will was ineffectual to pass it without re-execution or republica- 
tion. And this rule was not altered by the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882. Sub-section (1) of section 1 gave her 
power to acquire, hold, and dispose, by will or otherwise, 
of any real or personal property as her separate property as if 
she were a feme sole, but in Re Price (28 Ch. D, 709) Pearson, 
J., held that this applied only to what was done by the married 
woman during coverture in relation to property of which she 
was then possessed. Section 3 of the Married Women’s 
operty Act, 1893, now enacts expressly that section 24 of the 
Wills Act shall apply to the will of a married woman made 
during coverture, whether she is or is not possessed of or 
entitled to any separate property at the time of making it, and 
the will shall not require to be re-executed or re-published after 
the death of her husband. If, then, the married woman sur- 
vives her husband, her will, though made during coverture, 
— as to the property comprised in it from the time of her 
eath, and it must be effectual to pass property acquired after 
the covertare. Impliedly, also, the new enactment repeals 
section 8 of the Wills Act, so far as that has hitherto prevented 
section 24 from applying to the wills of married women made 
during coverture. 





Prozasty xo lawyer who followed the evidence in the Ard- 
lamont case anticipated any other verdict than that which was 
given. The chain of circumstantial evidence was incomplete, 
and the proof of motive was subject to this defect, that the 
assignment to Mrs. Monson of the policy for £20,000 by the 





deceased while he was a minor was inoperative, and there was 
some evidence that Monson (at all events after the death of 
Hamsroven) knew that it was inoperative. This being s0, it is 
remarkable that the summing up of the learned Lord Justice 
Clerk should have taken’so much the form of an address on behalf 
of the prisoner. He commenced his remarks by stating that 
the purpose of his charge was, in the first place, that the case 
might be summed up to the jury from a legal point of view, so 
that they might understand the aspects of it, and how they 
ought to look at it; and, in the second place, that those features 
of it might be brought before them which were worthy of their 
consideration, in a more unbiassed and collected form than they 
could be in two fighting speeches between the one side and the other. 
The course largely pursued in the charge was, however, to subject 
the evidence adduced on behalf of the prosecution to minute and 
damaging criticism, and to bring into prominence the points 
telling in favour of the prisoner. Thus upon the question of 
motive, to which the learned judge, in a case where the evidence 
was circumstantial and the guilt of the prisoner inferential only, 
rightly attached the greatest importance, he stated to the jury 
that “it certainly is proved by the evidence led by the Orown 
itself that, as regards any power by Crciz [Hamsroven]} to 
assign before he was twenty-one, or any power to recover if he 
died before twenty-one, Monson was quite aware there was 
none.” Now the evidence for the Crown on which this state- 
ment was based appears to have been that of Torrennay, 
the money-lender, who was called by the prosecution, and in 
whose evidence the following statements occurred :— 

‘‘ Monson seemed to be under the impression that the assignment which 

he had would not operate. From Czc1r?—Yes. That it was worthless ?— 
Yes. That was after your arrival at Ardlamont on the 11th ?—Yes.”’ 
This was evidence that after the death of Hamsroven on the 
10th of August, and after Monson had seen and talked to Totren- 
HAM, he believed the assignment of the policy to be inoperative. 
How was it evidence that before the death of Hamwsroven he 
was under that belief? Yet we do not find a word of warning 
on the subject from the learned judge. Again, as to the hole in 
the boat, the charge was directed to pointing out that there was 
no evidence who made it and nothing from which it could be 
deduced that Monson had taken Hamsroven to a place where 
he could be drowned. And as to the shooting on the 10th of 
August, while special attention was properly directed to the fact 
that it was five weeks after the event beforeanyone went toexamine 
the trees having pellet marks in them, it was added that ‘‘if it was 
not proved by the Crown that these marks in the trees were 
made by the shot that killed Hamsroveas, then all their theory 
of a horizontal shot fired from behind at a distance of about nine 
feet was gone.” How on earth could the Crown “ prove” the 
fact stated? Great weight was attached to the evidence as to 
the spread of shot at a distance of nine feet, and to the absence 
of any pellet marks in the head or neck or collar of the coat of 
the deceased, and to Hamprovcn’s habitual carelessness in the 
use of his gun. Possibly all this may have been due to the 
necessity which the learned judge may have considered to exist 
to counteract the effect on the jury of the Solicitor-General’s 
speech for the prosecution, which is on all hands admitted to 
have been an extremely powerful and closcly-reasoned address. 
But we confess that the charge hardly seems to us to carry 
out the definition of the function of the judge with which it 
commenced. 


In THE rEcENT case of Le The Lands Allotment Co, (Limited) 
(ante, p. 129) Wnricut, J., has decided that directors are trus- 
tees within the meaning of the Trustee Act, 1888, so that in pro- 
ceedings to make them liable for improper dealings with the 
property of the company they are entitled, under section 8 of 
that Act, to the benefit of the Statute of Limitations; and a 
similar decision has been given also by Currry, J., in Sovereign 
Life Assurance Co. v. Wilmot (37 Soxictrors’ Journat, 581). It 
is very desirable that a point of so much importance should be 
settled by the Court of Appeal. It is a matter of legitimate 
doubt whether an Act jolie with trustees can properly be 
made to apply to persons like directors, who fill a totally dif- 
ferent position. True a director has been said to be a quasi- 
trustee (Flitcroft’s case, 31 W. R. 174, 21 Ch. D., at p. 534), and, 
on the other hand, by the definition clause of the Trustee Act, 
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1888, the expression ‘‘ trustee” is defined to include “‘a trustee 
whose trust arises by construction or implication of law as well 
as an express trustee.” But this is not enough to bring a direc- 
tor within the Act. A trustee, although only an implied trustee, 
has Property vested in him, and it is in res of his improper 
use of this property that he is made liable for a breach of trust. 
A director has ro property vested in him. He merely has control 
of the property of the company ; and it is more correct to s 

of him, not as a quasi-trustee, but as being in a fiduciary position 
and liable to account accordingly. Ordinarily it may be im- 
material which form of expression is used, but for the purpose 
of the Statute of Limitations there appears to be a distinction. 
It does not seem to have been observed that for an implied 
trustee section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, is not required. It 
is only an express trustee who is debarred from pleading the 
statute. But when we come toa person to whom the custody 
of property has been entrusted, and who on that account is 
treated as being in a fiduciary position, the distinction between 
express and implied trusts is not applicable. However the fiduci- 
ary relation has been created, whether by writing or verbally, the 
fact of its existence prevents him from pleading the statute ( Bur- 
dick v. Garrick, 18 W. R. 387, L. R. 5 Ch, 233), Itseems reason- 
able to suggest that the exclusion of the statute here stands upon 
a different footing from its exclusion in the case of a trustee of 
property, an exclusion which takes effect only when the trust is 
express. If this is so, it would seem that a director does not 
fall within the Trustee Act, 1888. Whnicut, J., observed that if 
a director was to be treated for some purposes as a trustee, he 
ought also to have the advantage now granted to trustees of 
pleading the statute. But it is not clear that this follows. 
Being in a fiduciary position, the principles applicable to trustees 
may, to some extent, be applied to him, but this does not con- 
vert him into a trustee, so as to bring him within a statute in 
which that word must be construed in its technical sense, as a 
person in whom property is vested upon trust for another. 








THE TRUSTEE ACT, 1893. 


Tuts Act is a striking example of the mistaken activity of the 
Legislature. Under suitable circumstances there may be great 
advantage in consolidating, though without amending, a series of 
statutes relating tc a particular subject. This is especially the 
case when the statutes are confusing, and when the subject with 
which they deal is one upon which the public may require to 
inform themselves without having recourse to legal advice. 
In the present instunce both of these elements are entirely 
wanting. The principal statutes relating to trustees are few in 
number—the Trustee Relief Acts, the Trustee Act, 1850, the 
Trustee Extension Act, 1852, the Conveyancing Acts, 1881 
and 1882, the Trustee Act, 1888, and the Trust Invest- 
ment Act, 1889; their provisions are well understood, and 
the references to them are perfectly familiar; and they do not 
deal with matters about which the public either care or require 
to inform themselves. In the place of these, reference will 
henceforth have to be made to a new statute, and, since many 
changes of language have been introduced, questions will doubt- 
less arise as to how far decisions on the old statutes are still 
applicable. The change will be the cause of trouble, confusion, 
and possibly of uncertainty. On the other hand, there are some 
compensating advantages, and, in icular, many of the pro- 
visions of the Trustee Act, 1850, and the Trustee Extension Act, 
1852, are now re-enacted in a simpler and more compendious 
form. In considering the provisions of the new Act little more 
will be necessary than to point out where the existing law is 
henceforth to be found. The Act comes into operation on the 
ist of January next. 

Part I, Investments.—The first part of the Act reproduces the 
Trust Investment Act, 1889, sak at the same time expressly 
— it, whether the trust funds are “at the time in a state 
of investment or not,” so as to incorporate the decision of the 
House of Lords in Hume v. Lopes (40 W. R. 593; 1892, A. O. 
112). It also reproduces some miscellaneous provisions as to 
investment of trust funds, such as the provision of 34 & 35 
Vict. c. 27, 8. 1, that a power to invest in mortgages or bonds 
of a railway or other company shall include power to invest in 





debenture stock, and the provisions of the Public Muney : 
ney of the tof Land 


Acts, 1846 to 1856, and 

Act, 1864, that charges under those Acts shall not interfere 
with the power of trustees to invest money in the purchase or 
mortgage of lands so . This contains, too, the 
provisions of the Trustee Act, 1888, relating to investment 
namely, the inclusion of long leaseholds among real securities 
for the p of a power to invest on such securities (section 
9); the statement of the duties of trustees in lending money on 
mortgage (section 4); and the limitation of their liability, in 
cases where too great a sum has been advanced, to the excess of 
the actual advance over the amount which might properly have 
been advanced (section 5), 

Part 1I, Varwous powers and duties of trustees.—This part con- 
sists entirely of excerpts from the Con ing Acts, 1881, 
1882, and 1892, the Trustee Act, 1888, the Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act, 1874, and Lord St. Leonards’ Act (22 & 23 Vict. c. 
35). Here in future will be found the provisions as to the 
appointment of new trustees and the vesting of trust property 
(Conveyancing Act, 1881, ss. 31, 32, and 34; 1882, s. 5; 1892, 
8. 6); as to the exercise of powers of sale (Conveyancing Act, 
1881, s. 35; Trustee Act, 1888, s. 3; Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874, s. 3); and as to the power of a married woman who 
is a bare trustee to convey as a feme sols (Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874, 8.6). Here Se will be found the provisions of the 
Trustee Act, 1888, as to the power of trustees to authorize the 
receipt of money by a solicitor or banker (section 2), to insure 
buildings (section 7), to renew leaseholds and raise money for 
the purpose (section 10) ; the provisions of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, as to the power of trustees to give receipts (section 36), 
as to the power of executors and trustees to compound (sec- 
tion 37)—a power which is now extended to administrators, 
and as to the power of a apa trustee to exercise a power 
originally joint (section 38) ; the provisions of Lord St. 
Leonards’ Act as to the exoneration of trustees paying money 
under certain powers of attorney (section 26), and as to in- 
demnity and reimbursement (section 30). 

Part III. Powers of the court—This part re-enacts the pro- 
visions of the Trustee Acts, 1850 and 1852, as to the appoint- 
ment of new trustees by the court, and the making of vesting 
orders. As intimated above, those Acts have been remodelled, 
and, considering the cumbersome nature of many of their pro- 
visions and the inroad made upon them by the Lunacy 
Act, 1890, this part of the new Act may be regarded as 
its chief redeeming feature. It would be tedious and out of 
place here to shew exactly how the remodelling has been 
effected, but to appreciate the change reference should be made 
to sections 26 and 35, which shortly reproduce the numerous 
sections of the Act of 1850 as to vesting orders of land and of 
stocks and choses in action. This part also contains the pro- 
visions of the Trustee Relief Acts as to payment into court by 
trustees; the provision of 25 & 26 Vict. c, 108, s. 2, as to the 
power of the court to sanction a sale of land or of minerals 
separately ; and the provision of the Trustee Act, 1888, s. 6, 
enabling the court to indemnify a trustee out of the interest of 
a beneficiary who has instigated a breach of trust. : 

Part IV. Miscellaneous and .—This part contains 
the provision of the Settled Land Act, 1890, s. 17, applying the 
rules as to the appointment, discharge, and retirement of trus- 
tees to trustees for the p of the Settled Land Acts; a 
provision corresponding to sections 46 and 47 of the Trustee 
Act, 1850, that trust estates shall not be affected by the convic- 
tion of the trustee for felony; the Bank of England indemnity 
clause; and a definition clause founded on the definition clause 
in the Trustee Act, 1850. 








GENERAL ARBITRATION CLAUSES. 


Tue recent case of Belfield v. (oopeted ante, p. 81) has 
added another to the list of cases in which the effect of the usual 
arbitration clause in pyueney articles has been discussed. 

On a previous occasion (36 Soxicrrons’ Journat, 498) we 
examined a number of recently decided cases, and came to the 
conclusion that general arbitration clauses do not always pro- 
duce the desired results, and sometimes have a far and 
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sometimes a far narrower effect than was ever intended by the 
coe themselves when they signed the partnership articles. 

@ also pointed out that, while on the one hand it is often de- 
sirable to avoid the publicity of litigation, it is on the other 
unwise for any person to deprive himself beforehand of the right 
to have any dispute which may hereafter arise in connection 
with the business settled by a court of justice with all the 
proper safeguards of the law. 

The fact is, the recent decisions are not entirely in harmony 
with one another on the question, What is the effect of the 
usual arbitration clause, and what matters does it authorize the 
arbitrator to determine, so as to justify the court in staying 
proceedings and declining to interfere in the dispute ? 

As we have already pointed out (36 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 
499), Joplin v. Postlethwaite (1889, 61 L. T. 629; OC. A. 38 
W. R. Dig. 10) is an authority for the proposition that the ques- 
tion of dissolution is generally a matter for the court, and will 
not, as a rule, be left to the arbitrator, unless, perhaps, it is ex- 
pressly included in the arbitration clause, and that Kexewicn, 
J., in Turnell v. Sanderson (1891, 64 L. T. 654, 39 W. R. Dig. 
145) went even further, and held that the question was always 
one for the court. 

A short time after we had drawn attention to these cases the 
point again arose before the Court of Appeal in Walmsley v. 
White (1893, 40 W. R. 675, 67 L. T. 433), and it was held by 
Linpizy and A. L. Smirn, L.JJ., that the usual arbitration 
clause was sufficiently wide to cover a question of dissolution, 
and that, on a reference under that clause, the arbitrators could, 
if they thought fit, award a dissolution. The court distinguished 
the case of Joplin v. Postlethwaite, and went on the authority of 
a decision of Jesset, M.R., in Russell vy. Russell (1880, 14 Ch. D. 
471), where, however, it should be observed, the point was not 
argued. It should also be observed that the decision of Kxxe- 
pre J., in Zurnell v. Sanderson does not appear to have been 
cited. 

The importance of the decision in Walmsley v. White is seen 
when we come to the case before us of Belfield v. Bourne, in 
which Srieuine, J., has held that inasmuch as, under the usual 
arbitration clause in partnership articles, the arbitrator could 
award a dissolution, and inasmuch as, when the court was asked 
to decree a dissolution, it could take into account the question of 
the return of any portion of the premium paid by one partner 
on going in, therefore an arbitrator has impliedly, by virtue of 
such clause, been given power to award the return of the 
premium or some portion thereof. 

In arriving at this conclusion the learned judge distinguished 
the case of Zuttersall v. Groote (1800, 2 Bos. & Pul. 131), partly 
on the facts and partly on the ground that it was at variance 
with later decisions. 

Without presuming to cast any doubt on the soundness of 
the learned judge’s decision, or of the process of thought by 
way of which it was reached, it certainly does appear to be a 
serious matter if, when persons have entered into a business 
partnership on certain terms and a quarrel arises in the course 
of the connection, that the common arbitration clause is to 
entitle one partner to claim to have settled by arbitration not 
merely the question of whether the existence of the partnership 
connection shall be terminated, but whether the terms of the 
original bargain upon which that connection was itself founded 
shall stand. It is said that the arbitrator derives his power 
from the partnership articles, and yet there is implied in the 
articles a power to him to destroy the source from which he 
derives his power by awarding an alteration in the agreement 
from which the articles spring. 

Certainly the judgment of Lord Expon in Tattersall v. Groote 
puts the point very clearly: ‘In consideration of £420 to be 
paid by Mr. Tarrensatt, the parties agree to enter into the 
articles. The covenant to refer matters to arbitration in point 
of consideration is sustained by the payment of £420, and yet 
by virtue of that very covenant it is now made a matter of 
dispute whether the £420 ought to have been paid or not. . . . 
Large as the words are, I do not think that they authorize a 
demand of an arbitration on the point whether the consideration 
of the articles should have been paid or not.” 

If the decisions of the Court of Appeal in Walmsley v. White 


and of Stieiine, J., in Belfield v. Bourne presumably carried out | 





the real intentions of the parties, there is nothing more to be 
said ; but if it is merely the anxiety of the courts in the present 
day to snatch at any excuse for ing the consideration of 
disputes on to some outside tribunal and to stretch a general 
arbitration clause to its furthest limit, it is time that those who 
are responsible for the drafting of mercantile agreements, and 
pedaie of agreements so lasting and varied in their incidents 
as partnership articles, should either altogether omit such clauses 
as dangerous to the rights of either party, or so carefully frame 
them as to exclude from arbitration so vital a term of the 
original agreement as the return of the premium. 
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Modern Decisions on Ritual and Kindred Subjects. By GrorGE 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 


SUPREME COURT FUNDS RULES, 1893. 


I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Lord Herschell, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, with the concurrence of the Lords Com- 
missioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury, do hereby in pursuance of the 
powers contained in the Court of Chancery Funds Act, 1872, the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875, the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature (Funds, &c.) Act, 1883, and of every other power enabling me 
in that behalf, make the following Rules :— 

1. These Rules shall come into o tion on the ist January, 1894, 
and may be cited as the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1893. 

2. The first Clause of Rule 30, and Rules 41, 73, and 74, of the 
Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1886, are hereby repealed, and the 
Rules herein-after set forth are substituted for them as follows, that 
is to say, Rule 3, for the first Clause of the said Rule 30; Rule 4, for 
the said Rule 41; Rule 6, for the said Rule 73; and Rule 7, for the 
said Rule 74; and such substituted Rules may be cited as amended 
Rules 30, 41,73, and 74 of the said Supreme Court Funds Rules; and 
Rule 5 may be cited as Rule 414 of the said Rules. 

3. (Amended first Clause of Rule 30.) In the Chancery Division, a 
direction for a lodgment directed by an Order, or in a Lodgment 
Schedule signed by a chief clerk (in the case of purchase-moneys or 
receivers’ balances), shall be issued by the Paymaster upon receipt 
of a copy of the Lodgment Schedule ; and a direction for a lodgment 
under the Trustee Act, 1893, shall be issued by him upon receipt of 
an office copy of the schedule mentioned in Rule 41, or upon receipt 
of the request and certificate of the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue mentioned in 414. 

4. (Amended Rule 41.) When a trustee or other person desires to 
lodge funds in Court under the Trustee Act, 1893, upon an affidavit, 
te shall annex to such affidavit a schedule in the same printed form 
as the Lodgment Schedule to an Order, setting forth :— 

(a.) His own name and address. 

(b.) The amount and description of the funds proposed to be lodged 

in court. 

(c.) The ra credit in the matter of the particular trust to which 

the funds are to be placed. 

(d.) A statement whether or succession duty (if chargeable) 

or any part thereof has or has not been pai 

(e.) A statement whether the money or the dividends on the 

securities so to be lodged in court, and all accumulations of 
dividends thereon, are desired to be invested, in any and what 
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description of Government securities; or whether it is deemed 
unnecessary so to invest the same. 

An office copy of such schedule is to be left with the Paymaster. 

5. Rule 414A. Where a legal personal ae desires to aatge 
funds in Court, under the Trustee Act, 1893, without an affidavit, he 
shall leave with the Paymaster a request signed him or his 
solicitor, with a certificate of the Commissioners of d Revenue, 
such request and certificate to be in the form set forth in the schedule 
hereto, with such variations as may be necessary, or, a8 such 
certificate, in such other form as shall from time to time adopted 
by the said Commissioners with the consent of the Lords Com- 
missioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury. The money or securities so 
lodged shall be placed to the credit mentioned in such request. 

6. (Amended Rule 73.) A sum of money lodged in Court as pro- 
vided in Rule 414, if or so soon as such money and the interest, if 
any, to be credited in respect thereof, shall amount to or exceed £40, 
and the dividends accruing on any securities so lodged, if and when 
they shall amount to or exceed £20, shall be invested without an 
order or seas in New Consols, and the dividends accruing on su 
New Consols and all accumulations thereof shall, if or so soon as 
they amount to £20, be invested in New Consols, 

7. (Amended Rule 74.) When it is stated in the schedule to the 
affidavit made pursuant to Rule 41 that it is desired that any money 
to be lodged in the Court, and the accumulations thereof or any 
dividends to accrue on any securities to be so lodged, shall be invested 
in any description of Government securities, such money, if or so 
soon as such money and the interest, if any, to be credited. in respect 
thereof shall amount to or exceed £40, and the dividends accruing on 
such securities, if or so soon as they shall amount to or exceed £20, 
shall be invested accordingly, without any order or further request 
for that purpose. 

Dividends accruing on funds or on investments or accumulations of 
funds lodged in Court under the 32nd section of the Act George III. 
cap. 52, or under the Act 10 & 11 Vict. cap. 96, prior to the com- 
mencement of the Chancery Funds Rules, 1872, shall, when or so 
soon as they amount to or exceed £20, be invested without any 
request. 

8. Money or securities lodged in Court under the 32nd section of 
the Act George III. cap. 52, or under the Act 10 & 11 Vict. cap. 96, 
prior to the commencement of these Rules, or securities san ste 
with such money, or the income thereof, shall, subject to any order 
affecting the same made prior to the commencement of these Rules, be 
dealt with in the same manner as if such money or securities bad 
been lodged in Court under the 42nd section of the Trustee Act, 1893. 

The 20th day of December, 1893. 

(Signed) 
SCHEDULE, 


TRUSTEE Act, 1893—Lzcacy (or Share of Residue) of E, F. under 
the Will (or intestacy) of C. D. 

A. B., the executor of the Will (or administrator of the estate) of 
C. D., deceased, whose Will was, proved (or of whose effects letters of 
administration were granted) on the day of P 
proposes to lodge in Court to the credit of “ to (or share of 
residue of) E. F., an infant (or beyond seas) under the Will (or intes- 
tacy) of C. D.,” the sum of £ (or the following securities 
representing), the full amount (or part) of such legacy or share of 
residue) to which the said E. F. is absolutely entitled [describe 
a if any, which must be such as the Paymaster can properly 
accept]. 


HERSCHELL, C. 


: CERTIFICATE as to PAYMENT or SATISFACTION of LEGACY DUTIES or 


of No Lzecacy DUTY CHARGEABLE. 


If Duty paid. 
Reg. of the year18 . Fo. 
I certify that the sum of £ was paid on the day of 
for legacy duty, at the rate of per cent, in 


respect of the above-mentioned (state amount of money or describe 
securities) payable to , described as a of the 
deceased ‘ 
If no Duty chargeable. 
Reg. of the year 18 . Fo. 

I certify that no legacy duty is chargeable in respect of the above- 
mentioned (state amount of money or describe securities) payable to 
E. F., described as a of the deceased, inasmuch as such 
sum is (or such securities are) stated to be part of the personal estate 
of the deceased, upon the value whereof stamp duty has been paid 
under Section 27 (or 33) of the 44 Vict. cap. 12, and therefore exempt 
from legacy duty under section 41 (or 35) of that Act. 

In either Case. 
day of 

d Revenue. 
igned 


Dated the 
By order of the Commissioners of 


N.B.—No deduction must be made from the amount to be paid in 
for costs and expenses. 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
High Court—Chancery Division. 
RANDELL v. BLOCK—Chitty, J., 2ist December. 


Lease—Restnicrive Covenant—Use Premises as ‘‘ Orrices’’—Msganine 
or Worps—Orrice—Mercuant—Sae or WINE BY THE GLASS.~ 


Motion to restrain the defendant Block and his undertenant from breach 
of a covenant in alease. The covenant that the lessee, a wine 
merchant, should not carry on ay s business, &c., but should 
** keep and use and cause to be kept used the said premises as and for offices 
and the storage of wine and spirits only, and for no other purpose whatsoever.’’ 
The undertenant, a wine shipper, wine and spirit merchant, and free 
vintner, commenced eelling wine by the glass, a free vintner in the City 
of London no licence for purpose. Counsel for the 
defendants contended that ‘‘ office’? meant ** place of business ’’ and that 
the lessee might carry on any business which was not noxious, &c. 

Currry, J., said that this was a bold argument. In these cases 


not used in this wide sense here, and that it was confined to an ordinary 
wine merchant’s business. of the defendants’ contention was 
that they might carry on the b of a wine shop and sell across the 
counter for immediate consumption then and there to any buyer. This 
was not the meaning of the covenant. No doubt the term ‘‘ merchant’’ 
was now used in a wider sense than formerly. 
themselves merchants. It was a er term. 
not violate the covenant by selling by retail say half a dozen bottles ata 
time, because that was the common business of a wine merchant of the 
present day. But there the liberty terminated. 
allow customers to come and taste their wine. 
thing from what the defendants had done. 
a view of ulterior dealing was justified ; so also was selling by sample, but 
in his lordship’s opinion the covenant was so framed as to preclude the 
defendants from carrying on the business of an ordinary wine shop, and 
the injunction must go accordingly.—Oounsst, Byrne, Q.0., and Bristowe ; 
Mickiem. Soutcrrors, Layton, Sons, § Shendon ; Rhodes $ Son. 

{Reported by G. Rownayp Atsrox, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


PIDDOCKE v. BURT—Chitty, J., 20th December. 


AtracuMent—Orver ror Payment or Monsy—Person “ acrinc IN A 
Fiovcrary Capacity ’—Pautnersuir, Retation or—Deprors Act, 1869 
(32 & 33 Vier. c. 62), s. 4, suB-sgcrion 3. 

Motion. By an order of the 21st of June, 1893, a receiver in the above 
action was appointed by consent, upon the plaintiff's application, to 
receive, collect, and get in the outstanding debts and other moneys 
owing, belonging, nee or which might be to the firm of 
Piddocke & Burt, solicitors, with certain named in the 
order, On the 10th of July, 1893, the t applied for, and 
on the 23rd of August, 1893, obtained, a four-day order against the 

laintiff for payment by him to the receiver of £479 2s. 6d. in his hands 
longing to the outstanding ip or to the clients of the partner- 
ship business. The order was duly served on the tiff, but he had not 
paid the £479 2s. 6d., or any part of it. The plaintiff's evidence was to 
the effect that, with the exception of £32 19s., the whole had been 
received by him before the order for a receiver was made, and that the 
£32 19s. had been received by him before the order for med that he 
had made every endeavour to pay, and to realize property the — 
of doing so, but owing to the nature of the Maree dog pe belonging 
to him it necessarily took time to realize them, and he had not been able 
to do so; and that there were other difficulties, including an alleged 
wrongful detention of title deeds by a bank. He also SS 
and severe illness and uent inability to attend to since 
order for payment, and disclaimed any intention of dieobeying the 
of er gtee te bagi ehh agen A : so egem o haces te rome 
ment might issue plain or contempt in not obeying 
order of the 23rd of August, 1893, which first came on for hearing before 

Kennedy, J., the vacation judge, on the 4th of October, and several times 

since was before the court, but stood over on certain terms. 

neo a the plaintiff —— pA be Fr ie See 
to pay, “‘a person g ina rg 

exception in section 4, sub-section 3, of the Debtors Act, 1869, generally 

abolishing imprisonment of persons ordered to pay a sum ape Sg 

the applicant the affirmative was maintained, in on the in 

Crowther v. Elgood (35 W. R. 369, 34 Ch. D. 691), a case of a 

auctioneer; Litchfield ¥. Jones (36 W. R. 397, 36 Ch. D. 530 , & case of a 

solicitor, the town-agent of a country solicitor, making default in 

ordered in action for an account of his agency; Re Gen 

Harris (37 W. R. 151, 40 Ch. D. ag case of a defaulting receiver ; 

Marris v. Ingram (28 W. R. 434, 13 Ch. * 

(19 W. R. 369, L. R. 6 Ch. App. 152). Counsel for the respondent denied 

that a partner stood in a fiduciary 

to Knox v. Gye (L. R. 5 H. L. 656). 


[Vol. 38.) 142 
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intrusted to him, but that is different. One partner is no 
doubt an t for his co-partner, but not every agent stands in a fiduciary 
position. I should be straining the law if I held that the relation here 
was a fiduciary one. The motion fails. There will be no order, and no 
costs. Application refused.—Counsgt, Church; W. Baker. Soxicrrors, 
Prior, Church, § Adams ; Edmonds & Edmonds. 

[Reported by J. F. Wary, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TAYLOR v. ROE—Stirling, J., 13th December. 


Costs — Taxation — Intertocvutrory Orper ror Payment or Costs — 
Interest on Costs—Time rrom wuicu Interest runs—l & 2 Vicr. 
c. 110, ss. 17, 18. 


In this action, which was brought for an account of certain property 
cold by the defendant as agent for the plaintiff, an order was made on 
the 22nd of August, 1884, upon a motion = the plaintiff, directing a writ 
of attachment to issue against the defendant for non-compliance with a 
previous order, and the defendant was ordered to pay to the plaintiff his 
costs of the motion and attachment. Another order was made on the 18th 
of December, 1884, on the motion of the plaintiff, under which a receiver 
was appointed, and the defendant was ordered to pay to the plaintiff his 
costs of the motion. The costs under these orders had been certified, but 
had not been paid. A further order was made on the 20th of January, 
1893, directing the plaintiff to pay to the defendant the costs of another 
motion on his + which was unsuccessful. By an order made on the 
27th of January, 1893, it was ordered that in taxing the costs of the 
defendant under the previous order the taxing master was to have regard 
to the taxed costs payable under the earlier orders by the defendant to 
the plaintiff and any proper interest payable in respect thereof, and was 
to set off the same. The plaintiff claimed interest on the certified costs as 
from the date of the orders under which they were taxed, but the taxing 
master disallowed his claim, on the ground that, the orders being interlocu- 
tory orders, the costs thereby directed to be paid did not carry interest. The 
plaintiff then took out this summons to review the taxing master’s deci- 
sion, and relied on 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, which enacts, by section 17, ‘‘ that 
every judgment debt shall carry interest at the rate of four per cent. per 
annum from the time of entering up the judgment . . . and such interest 
may be levied under a writ of execution on such judgment,’ and by 
section 18 that ‘‘ all decrees and orders of courts of equity . . . whereby 
any sum of money or any costs, charges, or expenses shall be payable to 
any person, shall have the effect of judgments in the superior courts of 
common law, and the persons to whom any such moneys or costs, charges 
or expenees shall be payable shall be deemed judgment creditors within 
the meaning of this Act.’’ 

Srreuine, J., after stating the facts, said that previously to 1 & 2 Vict. 
c. 110 a judgment debt did not carry interest. This was expressly 
decided in Gaunt v. Taylor (3 ~* & K. 302), where the then state of the 
law was fully explained. To have the effect of a judgment under sec- 
tion 18 there must be an order for payment of money or costs, or charges 
or expenses to a person. Thus a decree in Chancery which contained a 
declaration that a defendant was liable to make good to an estate being 
administered in another cuit, but which did not order payment of that 
sum by the defendant, was held not to fall within section 18: Garner v. 
Briggs (6 W. R. 378). Again, an order for payment into court (not to a 
person) did not fall within the section: Ward v. Shakeshaft (8 W. R. 335, 
1 Dr. & Sm. 269) ; nor did an order for payment of costs out of a fund in 
court : Attorney-General vy. Nethercote (11 Sim. 529). On the other hand, 
in the Duke of Beaufort v. Phillips (1 De G. & Sm. 321) a decree 
for specific performance, ordering the defendant to pay purchase- 
money, interest, and taxed costs, was held to constitute a judg- 
ment debt. In Jones v. Wiiliams (8 M. & W. 349) it was held that 
the section did not apply to money awarded by an arbitrator 
where the agreement of reference had been made a rule of court. It had 
long been settled that a judgment for costs only covered interest: Pitcher 
v. Roberts (12 L. J. Q. B. 178), Newton v. Conyngham (17 L. J. C. P. 288), 
and it to have been the opinion of the Court of Common Pleas 
in Hodgson v. Patterson (5 Scott W. R. 76), that a rule ordering a party to 
pay the taxed costs of the day was within section 18. Upon the construc- 
of the Act his lordship thought an order directing payment of costs 
taxed by one person to avother was within the section. That view 
to him to have been adopted and acted on both by those who 
the rules of the old Court of Chancery and by the officers of that 
The writs framed by the judges of the Court of Chancery were set 
Beay. p. xv. and following. One was a form of fi. fu. on a 
order for payment of costs, and gave interest from the date of 
certificate. Interest could only be provided for under the Act. This 
form was retained by the Consolidated Orders (see Morgan, 3rd ed., p. 608). 
He had been informed by a very experienced officer of the court (Mr. 
Stringer, of the Central Office), who had formerly been in the Office of 
Records and Writs of the Court of Chancery, that, according to the prac- 
tice of that office, no distinction as regards the issue of writs of fi. fa. for 
costs was known between final decrees and interlocutory orders, but that 
sll that was regarded was whether there was an order for payment of costs 
by a person to a person. Since the rules of 1883 interest ran, not from the 
date of the certificate, but from the date of the order: see Pyman v. Burt 


sale of goods 
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1884, p. 100), Boswell v. Coaks (36 
. R. 65, 36 Ch. D. 441); and in all other respects the practice at the 
courts remained the same. The practice of the Office of Records and Writs 
and of the Central Office consequently seemed to be in favour of the 
. The taxing master whom his lordship had seen had informed 

that there was no practice to the contrary in the taxing office, and 
that all he meant to convey was that ncither he nor any of his colleagues 
‘Was aware of any case in which interest had been allowed in that office on 





costs awarded by an interlocutory order. The absence of precedent might 
be easily accounted for when it was remembered that costs peyable out of 
a fund did not carry interest, and that in other cases the duties of a taxing 
master came to an end when his certificate was given. .The cases of Ez 
parte Moore (33 W. R. 438, 14 Q. B. D. 627) and Re Alexander (40 W. R. 
202; 1892, 1 Q. B. 216) which had been referred to, only related to the 
question what was a final judgment within the meaning of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, s. 4, sub-section 13, and, regard being had to the decisions, it 
might very well be that neither of the orders in question was a final judg- 
ment such as would support an adjudication in bankruptcy. In section 18 
of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110 there was nothing about a final judgment. His 
lordship was of opinion that each of the orders, being an order for pay- 
ment of costs by the defendant to the plaintiff, fell within section 18, and 
entitled the plaintiff to interest on the costs thereby awarded, and that 
consequently the plaintiff's objections to the taxation must be allowed.— 
Counsget, Fossett Lock; Hastings, Q.C., and F. Cripps Day. Soxicrrors, 
Hurford § Taylor ; Morse, Hewitt, § Farman. 
[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


CHAMPION & CO. v. THE BIRMINGHAM VINEGAR BREWERY CO. 
(LIM.)—15th December. 


Liset—Insunction—Discretion or Covunt—Privicecs. 


This was an appeal from an order by Bruce, J., in chambers, granting 
an interim injunction restraining the defendants from publishing or con- 
tinuing to publish articles purporting to be extracts from a newspaper 
with reference to the plaintiffs and copies of a letter sent by the defend- 
ants to the newspaper. The plaintiffs and the defendants were both 
manufacturers of vinegar. Reports — in a trade journal of pro- 
ceedings before justices which resulted in the conviction of a person for 
selling adulterated vinegar, which vinegar, it was alleged, was manufac- 
tured by the plaintiffs. The defendants caused these reports to be re- 
printed and circulated them widely amongst grocers and others ; they also 
wrote a letter to the trade journal in which reflections were cast upon the 
purity of the plaintiffs’ vinegar and their conduct with reference to the 
proceedings before the justices ; they reprinted this letter and circulated 
it with the other reprints by means of their travellers. The plaintiffs 
commenced an action against the defendants claiming for libel 
and an injunction, and Bruce, J., —— the injunction, against which 
the defendants now appealed. The defendants had ordered the with- 
drawal of the reprints from circulation, but there was some evidence that 
their order had not been thoroughly carried out. No defence had as yet 
been delivered. The following cases were referred to in argument: 
Bonnard v. Perryman (1891, 2 Ch. 269); Quartz Mining Co. v. Beall (20 Ch. 
D. 501); Stevens v. Sampson (5 Ex. D. 53); Hermann Loog v. Bean (26 
Ch. D. 306). 

Lord Coteripez, C.J.—I am of opinion that this injunction must be 
dissolved. The principle which guides the court in the exercise of its 
jurisdiction to grant injunctions in these cases is that the court ought not 
to interfere unless it is absolutely satisfied that a wrong is being done. 
And a wrong is not being done if upon the materials which are before the 
court a jury might come to the conclusion that there was no wrong. The 
only difference that I can perceive between this case and Bonnard v. 
Perryman is that here there are at present no pleadings or justification of 
the words complained of, and in Bonnard v. Perryman the defendant swore 
that the allegations in the article complained of were true and that he would 
be able to prove their truth at the trial. I do not think that that is a real 
difference, but I mention it to shew that it has not been overlooked. This 
is a jurisdiction which was not formerly exercised by the courts of common 
law. When the fusion took place of the old courts into one great court, 
of which this court and the Chancery courts are divisions, the jurisdiction 
became clear. Yet it was not exercised in libel cases for some time. I 
think Saxby v. Easterbook (3 C. P. D. 339) was the first, but there it was 
exercised after verdict. Various decisions were arrived at until, in Bonnard 
v. Perryman, the Court of Appeal, adopting the e of Lord Esher, 
M.R., in Coulson v. Coulson (3 Times LR. 846), it down that it was 
‘* a jurisdiction of a delicate nature. It ought only to be exercised in the 
clearest cases where any jury would say that the matter complained of was 
libellous.”” Now, in the present case, all three occasions when the alleged 
libel was published are occasions to which privilege would appl y unless it 
was misused. Therefore I do not think that the case is so clear as to take 
it out of the principle laid down in Bonnard v. Perryman, and I think, on 
the principle of that case, that the injunction should be dissolved. 1 wish 
to add that I do not think that Stevens v. Sampson in any way conflicts with 
Bonnard v. Perryman, and that I am quite content to adopt the language 
which I used in that case. There the pri occasion was abused. It 
is an old distinction that, not only must the occasion be privileged, but it 
must be used in a privileged way: a man must not misuse a privileged 
occasion by speaking that which is defamatory with malice. But in the 
present case our decision is within Bonnard v. Perryman. 

Cotttns, J.—I am of the same opinion. The jurisdiction to grant an 
injunction in cases of defamation was clearly affirmed in Bonnard v. Perry- 
man, but conditions for its exercise were laid down, so that it is easy to 
find out the principles which govern the jurisdiction. It is a jurisdiction 
which is to be exercised with the greatest possible delicacy. For accord- 
ing to our law it is by a jury that the nature of defamatory words and the 
defence which is set up are to be judged. Therefore when a person asks 
for an injunction because he is wronged by a defamation the court must 
be satisfied that no reasonable jury could decide in favour of the defendant 
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before it interferes by injunction. It ought not to interfere unless 
the evidence is all one way. That being the law, it is immaterial whether 
the answer is justification or anything else; the court must be satisfied 
that a wrong is being done to the plaintiff, and that that must be the 
verdict of the jury. It is admit here that all the occasions were, 
primé facie at all events, privileged, and therefore it would be a question 
for the jury whether or not the privilege had been abused in each par- 
ticular case. It cannot be said that there is not a reasonable probability 
of the jury concluding that no wrong has been done to the plaintiffs. 
Therefore the order of the judge was wrong, and the injunction must be 
dissolved.—Counsgi, Odgers, Q C., and Robert Younger ; Sir Edward Clarke, 
Q.C., Coward, and Daldy. Soxicrrors, Langhams, for Langham, Son, § 
Douglas, Hastings; Cooper, Thorowgood, § Tabor, for Cooper $ Co., New- 
castle-under-Lyme. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Drxt, Barrister-at-Law.] 


GRIMSTON v. CUNNINGHAM—16th November. 
Contract—N scGative CovENANT—INJUNCTION. 


This case raised a question as to the right of a theatrical m to 
obtain an injunction to restrain a member of his company from ac at 
theatres without the permission of his manager. ‘The appellant, an 
actor named Cunningham, entered into an agreement with the respondent 
Grimston, who was the actor and manager professionally known as Mr. 
W. H. Kendal, by which the appellant agreed to act as a member of the 
respondent’s theatrical company on tour in the provinces of Great 
Britain and Ireland for two weeks, or longer if required, prior to an 
American tour at a weekly salary. The agreement further provided that 
the appellant should engage with the respondent to act and understudy as 
a member of the respondent’s company on tour in America for twenty- 
five weeks, or longer if required, but not more than forty weeks from 
the 9th of October, at a weekly salary, the respondent to have the right to 
retain the appellant’s services, on giving a month’s notice prior to the 
termination of the American tour, for a tour in the provinces of Great 
Britain. The engagement was subject to the rules annexed to the agree- 
ment, one of which provided that: ‘‘ No member of the company is 
allowed to act, sing, or appear publicly at any other theatre, &c., without 
the special leave of the management. A breach of this article incurs a 
forfeiture of engagement, and renders the member liable to instant dis- 
miseal.”” The appellant entered on his e ement and took part in the 
preliminary provincial tour in England. he repertoire of the company 
consisted of several plays, arid the appellant complained that he was not 
allowed to act often enough, and also that the parts allotted to him were 
not thuse to which he was entitled. The agreement was silent as to the 
particular parts which the appellant was to act, but the appellant alleged 
that there was an understanding when he signed the agreement that he 
was to have parts of the same character and importance as those which he 
had performed under cther well-known theatrical managers. The 
— went to America with the company, which commenced their tour 
in New York with a play called ‘‘ The Second Mrs. Tanqueray.”’ In this 
play the appellant had no part, and he wrote to the respondent saying 
that, owing to the great success achieved by the company in this | play, it 
seemed probable that the respondent would have practically no requirement 
for his services, that the appellant had been given to understand that he 
would have certain parts, and that he could not afford to spend probably 
eight months in ‘‘ understudying,” and acking the respondent to cancel his 
engagement. Aninterview subsequently took place between the appellant 
and the respondent, but the matter was not settled, and accordingly the 
appellant returned to England, and entered into an engagement at the 
Opera Comique Theatre. The respondent then commenced an action 
claiming damages and an injunction. Bruce, J., in chambers, made an 
order that the appellant be restrained from acting, singing, or performing 
at any theatre other than those of the respondent without the leave of 
the pm sey oan for twenty weeks or until the trial of the action. From 
this order the present appeal was brought. 

Tue Cover (Wi11s and Wricurt, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wuts, J., said that the agreement contained a distinct negative 
covenant, and was one which ought to be enforced by an injunction. It 
was a kind of agreement that was pre-eminently subject to the jurisdiction 
of the court, because the importance of the injunction might be out of all 
proportion to the amount of damages which could be recovered, and which, 
moreover, it would be very difficult to ascertain. The appellant com- 
plained that, whereas he had been given to understand that he would have 
certain parts, those parts had not been allottedto him. That understand- 
ing was, however, no part of the contract, although the matter might be 
taken into consideration, and if it indicated any want of good faith on the 
—_ of the respondent it might be a reason for the injunction. 

ut there was no allegation of such a want of faith. The circum- 
stances under which the court would refuse an injunction were when the 
plaintiff had failed to do something which he had undertaken to do as part 
of the contract. Under this contract the appellant was engaged to act 
and understudy. That did not mean that the Be gro was to act in every 
play produced, of which there would be several, as the company was on 
tour, but that the appellant was to have such opportunities of ac as 
were reasonable under the circumstances. There was no evidence that 
the respondent had violated or intended to violate the ag ema The 
American tour commenced with the play ‘‘ The Second . Tanqueray,”’ 
in which the respondent gave,the ap ¢ no part, and only a week atter 
that play was first produced the appellant chose to assume that it would 
be played during the whole tour, and that therefore he would have no 
a of acting for eight months. There had been no acquiescence 
by respondent in the appellant’s en weg that that state of th would 

t 


occur, and under the circumstances it was most improbable that the com- 





Lp ee ye the whole tour. | 
Be tovdion rn ae le eeac dean a ae agrecmenl and 


for the reasons given he thought that the order appealed 
and that the injunction ought to be q 

Wuucur, J., concurred, and said that the authorities shewed that the 
court was generally bound to give effect by injunction to a 
covenant. Formerly that doctrine had been interfered with by 
that the court would not enforce one side 
the other side could not be the sub of 
of Donnell v. Bennett (22 Ch. D. that 
The only point, therefore, was w r there was 
noes sagammeae: Meow: from enforcing the contract by injunction, 
and the only suge was that . 
appellant reasonable opportunities of . There was no evidence 
support of that, except a very 
Appeal doulent.~ Cava, isch ; 
Soxicrrors, Harwood § Stephenson ; Long $ Gardner. 

(Reported by F. 0. Rostxsox, Barrister-at-Law.} 


VESTRY OF PADDINGTON v. NORTH METROPOLITAN RAILWAY AND 
CANAL CO.—I1st December. 


Mesrxororis ManaGement Act, 1862, Amenpment Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. 
c. 54), s. 1—Expgnsz or Pavine a Foorway—By wom noRNs. 

This - a special -— stated by Lynne ‘ide of —— were the 
owners of a towing path r Regent’s Canal. 
ae — —? a wy. © — ae the — by be ne tel 
which the vestry o dington were about to pave, beyond footway 
again was a public road, on the other side of which were houses. The 
vestry were acting under the gee conferred u them by the 
Metropolis Management Act, 1862, Amendment Act, 1890, which provides 
that ‘*the owners of the houses and the owners of land bounding or 
abutting on the road or street in which such footway or any <¢ thereof 
is situate, shall on demand pay . . . the amount of the expense 
incurred.”” On behalf of the it was contended that the expense 
ought to be borne by the owners of land om Ae that side of the road 
where the footway was situate, and within the ts of length of the foot- 
way or portion of the —. on which the paving was actually to be 
done ; on behalf of the ts that it ought to fall on the owners on 
both sides of the street and throughout its whole length. 

Tue Covrr (Wms and Wruicut, JJ.) held that the owners on both 
sides of that section of the road in w the footway was situate were 
liable for the expenses of paving, but that in cases where the mp 
did not extend as far-as the road or where only a portion was to be pa’ 
the liability did not extend to the owners throughout the whole length of 
the road. A footway may therefore be paved in sections, the owners of 
houses or land (on sides of the road) bounding or abu upon 
seapchelhio tor tae enpencce incenaed ta seqpest of thas pectianier sacl 

‘or the expenses * 
unsEL, H. Avory; R. Bray. Soxscrrors, J. H. Hortin ; Hollams, Sons. 
Coward, § Hawkesley. 
[Reported by J. E. Aupovs, Barrister-at-Law.} 
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Bankruptcy Cases. : 
Re RUSSELL, Ex parte TEMPERTON—O. A. No. 1, 16th December. 


Banxruptcy—Pgrition—JupDGMENT Dept—PRoceEDINGsS STAYED PENDING 
Arrgat—Tgrms—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 7, sus-section 4; s. 109. 


This was an a) of the tioning creditor from an order of the 
pe ge oo a gt z and ea ey JJ.) affirming an 
order of the registrar of the Kingston-upon- County Court stayin 
the proce upon a bankru petition. An action had been brought 
by the petitioning creditor 
defendants, who were the offi 
tried at Leeds, before Collins, J., and a 
verdict for the plaintiff with damages £250. 
asked for and granted by Collins, J., on condition of the £250 being paid 
into court. The defendants a from the judgment 
trial, but the Court of A dismissed the appeal (see 37 Soxrcrrors’ 
JovrnaL, 423). An for 


already filed their own 
a of oe, St —_ 
of August, granted an unconditional bankrupt [aecgenn, 
pending the appeal to of Lard the t be on 
4th of August made 

appeal is entered in the House of Lords. The Divisional Court refused 


e 
| 
i 


ee 
ii 
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the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides hare the ato bankruptcy 
e ptcy wi 

non-compliance with a ban notice to a jntquent the 
court may, if it thinks fit, stay or the on the ground that 


an a is pending from the j 
power at any time to stay 
erms. 


Tux Court (Lord Hatspury and Lorss and Kay, L JJ.) varied the order 
of the Divisional Court, and granted a stay of 
the bankruptcy petition pending the 
the terms robe Pow nee Balk ee 
a month the taxed costs had already been incurred 
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creditor's solicitor to give an undertaking to return the costs in the event 
of the appeal to the House of Lords being successful.—Counset, Montague 
Ltish ; Robson, Q.C., and H. T. Kemp. Soxrcrtors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, 
for J. T. § H. Woodhouse, Hull; Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, § Co. 

[Reported by F. O. Roniyson, ‘Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re VITORIA, Ex parte VITORIA—C. A. No. 1, 16th December. 


Dankruprcy—ArreaL—Omission To seND Copy or Notice or APPEAL TO 
Reotsrran— Bankruptcy Ruves, 1886, x. 132—Banxrvurrcy Act, 1883, 
8. 104, sun-section 2 (d); s. 105. 

This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Vaughan 
Williams and Kennedy, JJ.) reversing an order of the registrar of the 
Croydon County Court. A bankruptcy petition was presented in that 
court, founded upon non-compliance with a bankruptcy notice served on 
the debtor after judgment had been recovered against him under order 14. 
The registrar dismissed the petition after hearing evidence, being of 
opinion that there was no debt. The petitioning creditor appealed to the 
Divisiunal Court, and a preliminary objection was taken to the hearing of 
the appeal that rule 132 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, had not been 
complied with. That rule provides that, ‘‘upon entering an appeal, a 
copy of the notice of appeal shall forthwith be sent by the appellant to 
the registrar of the court appealed from, who shall mark thereon the date 
when received and forthwith file the same with the proceedings.’’ In the 
present case a copy of the notice of appeal had not been sent to the regis- 
trar of the county court. Section 104, sub-section 2 (d), of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, provides that ‘‘no appeal shall be entertained except in con- 
formity with such general rules as may for the time being be in force in 
relation to the appeal.’’ It was contended, on the authority of Er parte 
Sillence (7 Ch. D. 238) and Ex parte Lamb (19 Ch. D. 169), that the failure 
to eend the my! of the notice prevented the appeal from being heard. 
The Divisional Court held that it was a mere irregularity which the court 
could cure. The appeal was accordingly heard on its merits, the order of 
the county court was set aside, and a receiving order made. The debtor 
appealed, and the preliminary objection was again taken on his behalf. 

oe Court (Lord Hatssurny and Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

"Tost Hatssury said that in his opinion the preliminary objection was 
fatal to the appeal. Rule 132, which was a statutory regulation, provided 
that the copy of the notice of appeal should be sent ‘‘ forthwith” to the 
registrar of the court appealed from. It was said that under section 105 of 
the Bankruptcy Act the court had a general discretionary power of extend- 
ing the time in such a case as this, but in his opinion the Legislature had 
not given the court an absolute discretion in the matter. The Legislature 
might have said that if no injustice had been caused the court might 
relax the stringency of the rule. The Legislature, however, had not said 
so, but had said that an appeal should only be entertained when the rules 
had been complied with. He should have been of the same opinion even 
apart from the authority of Ex parle Lamb. In that case the Court of 
Appeal held that where a thing is required to be done “ forthwith” and 
can be done without delay, it ought to be so done. In the present case 
the rule had not even yet been complied with ; no doubt the omission had 
been caused either through ignorance or a slip, but there were no such 

jal circumstances in the case as would justify the court in granting 

an extension of time. The appeal would, therefore, be allowed, the order 
of the registrar of the county court restored, and the receiving order 
rescinded. 
Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnsen, Jelf, Q.C., F. Cooper 

Willis, and Ivor Bowen; Finlay, QC., and Ringwood. Soutcrrors, H. W. 
Christmas ; Jenkins, Baker, § Co. 

[Reported by F. O, Rosixsoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re ERSKINE, Ex parte ERSKINE—C. A. No. 1, 3rd November. 


Banxarurtcy—Conpitions on wuich Crepitror May Prtit1on—Desror— 
Orpiwary Restpence tx Encinanp—Banxrvuptcy Act, 1883, s. 6, suB- 
SECTION 1 (D). 
This was an appeal of the debtor against a receiving order made by Mr. 

Registrar Giffard. The petitioning creditor was Joseph Parker, carrying 

on business as a bill broker at Duke-street, St. James, under the style of 

J. Jackson & Co. The petition was presented on the 16th of September, 

1893. The question before the court was whether the case came within 

the words of section 6, sub-section 1 (d), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 

which provides that a creditor shall not present a bankruptcy petition 

against a debtor unless ‘‘the debtor is domiciled in England, or within a 

year before the date of the petition has ordinarily resided or had a 

dwelling-house or place of business in England.’’ The debtor was the 

Hon. F. St. OC. Erskine, he was neither domiciled nor had he a dwelling- 

house or place of business in England, and the question, therefore, was 

whether on the evidence he could be said to have ordinarily resided in 

England within a year before the date of the petition. At the hearing 

before the registrar an affidavit of a lodging-house keeper of Half Moon- 

street, Pi illy, was read, in which it was stated that the debtor had 
lodged at the deponent’s house at various times from September, 1891, to 

January, 1893, in particular from the 3rd to the 12th, 16th to 19th, and 

26th to 28th of December, 1892, and from the 3rd to the 11th of January, 
1893. Evidence was given by a valet in the employ of Lord Rosslyn, the 
debtor’s brother, who had been lent by Lord Rosslyn to the debtor, to the 
effect that he had attended on the debtor in London from the 2lst of 
ber to the 21st of October, 1892, and that the debtor only had a 

at the 1 -house in Half Moon-street. The debtor was not 


debtor, who was then in Scotland. The registrar held that the debtor came 
within the language of the section, and made a receiving order. On the 
hearing of the appeal two affidavits sworn by the debtor were read, in 
which he stated that he was a domiciled Scotchman and had not ordinarily 
resided in England within the year before the date of the petition; that 
during that period he had lived for three months in France, for four 
months in Scotland, chiefly at Dysart House, Fife, his brother’s residence, 
and for about twenty weeks in England, ten of which were spent in London 
at different times, where he engaged his bedroom by the night, and the 
remaining ten weeks were spent in paying visits to various parts of 


England. 
Tux Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorss and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. ‘ ; 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that it was for the petitioning creditor to shew 
that the case was brought within the terms of the statute. It was admitted 
that the debtor was not domiciled in England, and had not a dwelling- 
house in England,’and therefore the petitioning creditor had attempted 
to shew that the debtor had “ordinarily resided”? in England within a 
year before the date of the petition. Every place a person slept in was not 
his residence. If a man went toa hotel and stopped there a month, he 
could not be said to have resided there. The debtor in this case had 
come to London, but it was not known under what circumstances, or at 
whose invitation or cost ; all that was known was that he had a bedroom in 
Half Moon-street, where he slept at the intermittent times as stated in the 
affidavit of the lodging-house keeper. That evidence did not shew that he 
resided in London, for it was equally consistent with his being only a 
visitor. But by the words of the Act the debtor must not only reside, but 
must ‘‘ ordinarily reside,’”’ and cven if it was assumed that he resided, it 
could not be said on the evidence that he ordinarily resided in London ; 
there was, in fact, no evidence that he did so. The appeal would, there- 
fore, be allowed, and the receiving order would be rescinded, and the 
bankruptcy petition dismissed. 

Lorgs ont ist, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Hansell; C. Arnold White. 
Souicrrors, Hastie ; Harrison § Davies. 
(Reported by F. 0. Roninson, Barrister-at-Law. } 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
THE BIRMINGHAM LAW SOCIETY. 


A meeting of the members of this society was held on the 15th inst. for 
the purpose of presenting an address to Alderman Johnson, a member of 
the society, congratulating him on the honour which had been conferred 
upon him by the city council in electing him mayor of the city. The 
presentation was made by Mr. J. B. Clarke (president of the society) in 
the Council Chamber, which was filled with members of the society. 

Mr. J. B. Cuarxz, who was cordially received, said that by the kindness 
of his professional brethren of the city and neighbourhood the honour 
devolved upon him to congratulate the mayor upon the dignified office 
which, by the unanimous voice of his colleagues the city council, he 
held as the first citizen for the year of the midland metropolis. To be 
Mayor of Birmingham was, he ventured to think, a position which any 
gentleman might be proud to occupy, and in the name of the mayor's 
professional brethren he (the president) most heartily and sincerely 
congratulated him. Alderman Johnson was the fifth Mayor of Birming- 
ham who had been a member of the a Law vatagys 4 His 
legal predecessors in the title had been Henry Hawkes, Thomas 
Richard Tucker Hodgson, Arthur Ryland, and Sir ‘Thomas 
Martineau, every one of whom used his influence for good upon the city 
of his birth or his adoption, even as Aldermau Johnson was doing now. 
He (the speaker) represented that day no less than 289 members of their 
profession. ‘They carried on practice over a district extending from 
Kidderminster in the west to Coventry in the east, from Lichfield in the 
north to Warwick in the sonth. They were an incorporated body, and 
their objects were ‘‘the upholding of the character and status of the 
solicitors practising in Birmingham and the vicinity, the promotion of 
honourable professional practice, the repression of malpractice, the con- 
sideration of general questions affecting the alteration of administration of 
the law, aiding in the amendment of the law, and the maintenance and 
extension of our library.’”” The Mayor had ever been at the front in the 
maintenance of the objects of their . He was admitted in 1855 to 
the ranks of their profession, and as early as 1858 he was elected a mem- 
ber of the Committee of Management. Ever since that time he had 
laboured hard for the benefit of everything that was worthy in their 
honourable profession, and he could not be surprised that the members had 
taken the earliest opportunity of testifying to their respect, gratitude and 
affection by the presentation to him of the following address :-— 

‘“‘To Alderman G. J. Johnson, J.P., Mayor of Birmingham.— Dear Mr. 
Johnson,—On behalf of the members of the Birmingham Law Society, we 
desire to offer to you our most hearty congratulations on the honour 
which has recently been conferred upon you by your election as mayor of 
this city. We rejoice to know that the unanimous selection thus made for 
this important office was but the natural outcome of the esteem and re- 
spect in which you are held, not only by your colleagues on the city 
council, but by your fellow-citizens of all ihe and creeds. We call to 
mind your long and honourable connection with the profession to which 
we all belong, and of which you have, by your energy, ability, and 
integrity, rendered yourself so a ; and in particular 
would recall the ue position which you held in the early days of your 





present at the h before the registrar, and the registrar refused to 
adjourn the hearing in order that an affidavit might be obtained from the 


career as Professor of Law at Queen’s College, prefaced as it was by your 
acting for no less than four years as hon. secretary of the Birmingham 
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Law Students’ Society. We remember the keen interest you have ever 
taken in all movements hav for their object the amendment and 
improvement of the law end the upraising of the standard of con- 
duct which should prevail among its practitioners, and we would 
especially acknowledge your long and active association with 
our seciely (in which you have held the offices both of hon 
secretary and president), and the many obligations under whic 
you have placed its members by your wise advice and constant interest 
in its conduct and wellbeing. While thus dwelling u the nature 
and worth of your services to our profession, we would not for one 
moment lose sight of your generous and self-denying labours on behalf 
of the community at large, and the great amount of time and attention 
that you have so ungrudgingly given to the public work of this city and 
to the furtherance of the innumerable agencies for good with which you 
have from time to time been associated. We venture to think that work 
such as this is among the highest that a man can render to his fellow- 
men, and we regard your present appointment as chief magistrate of this 
city as a fitting acknowledgment of the value which her citizens have 
placed on your devoted service in her behalf. With renewed ressions 
of esteem, and every good wish for your future welfare and hap » we 
are, dear Mr. Johnson, yours faithfully, J. B. Cuarxs (president), Hznny 
GuaisygerR, LL.B. (vice-president), THomas H. Russgut (hon. secre . 
Members of the committee :—Joseph Ansell, Samuel Balden, Charles G. 
Beale, Edward Bickley, Isaac Bradley, Edward Caddick, J. Barham 
Carslake, A. H. Coley, Thomas 8. Eddowes, Arthur Godlee, Gainsborough 
Harward, Thomas Horton, L. W. Lewis, Sylvester R. Masser, Thomas 
Marlow, C. E. Mathews, R. A. Pinsent, Alfred Pointon, Fras. Sanders, 
C. T. Saunders, James Slater, E. O. Smith.’’ 

The Mayor, on rising to acknowledge the entation, was warmly 
applauded. He eaid he did not think it was likely that in his year of office 
he should experience anything more gratifying to his feelings than the 
address which had just been handed to him, the very feeling manner in 
which the president had spoken of him, and the — of so many of 
his professional brethren, who must have found it very inconvenient to 
attend that — Since he had been mayor he had experienced great help 
and kindness from everybody with whom he had come in contact. Most 
of them knew nothing of him before, but they took their opinion of him 
from the compliment which the council were enough to pay him in 
electing him to the mayoral chair. But although that mig t be very 
pleasant, it did not equal the pleasure he felt at the recognition of those 
in his profession who had known him for so long. He saw present gentle- 
men whose friendship he had enjoyed for forty years. They began as stu- 
dents in the old Law Students’ Society, but although that society was small 
in numbers, he was glad to say that every one of his friends had distin- 
guished himself in after life. They had been thrown together in matters 
of difficulty and importance, they had been concerned for rival claimants, 
and they had been under the greatest temptation sometimes of exhibiting 
ill-temper or want of discretion; but it was satisfactory to him to know 
that, notwithstanding all that, they still entertained great regard for him. 
In no town or city he had heard of did there exist such a general good 
feeling among the members of the profession, such an entire absence of 
envy, or such satisfaction in the success of any of the members, either in 
the profession or out of it, as in Birmingham. A gentleman who some- 
times described himself as a “‘ fighting’’ surveyor expressed that feeling 
in a different way to him one day, when he said, ‘‘ It is no use up 
litigation in Birmingham. Every piece of work that is worth fightin 
gets into the hands of ten or twelve of you, and you meet at the club an 
you cettle it.” That was perfectly true. They had in the years 1865 and 
1866 two bank failures. LEvery one of the matters arising out of those 
failures was redolent of points for litigation, and it was to the credit of 
the profession to say that only two cases, he believed, ever came into 
court. The rest were all settled by the members of the profession. That 
shewed the great interest their clients and the public had in the good 
feeling which, since he had known the profession in Birmingham, 
they had always endeavoured to cultivate with each other. In refer- 
ence to the passage in the address respecting his connection with the 
Birmingham Law Students’ Society, and also his connection with 
Queen’s College, he said that if his life had shaped itself as he at 
first wished he should never have occupied the — he did now. 
What he should have liked at that time would have to read law and 
to teach law, and even now nothing would give him more pleasure than 
to have the time and the ability to pursue a course of law lecturing. By 
doing every day the duty that lay nearest to them they were enabled to 
be of service to others, although not in the way re § originally intended. 
He said with the utmost sincerity that nothing surprised him more 
than the position to which he found himself called on the of November 
last. He came into the council at the request of their late lamented 
friend Sir Thomas Martineau, who had then but recently entered it, and 
he stipulated that he should only be placed on one committee, the work 
of which was congenial to him, the Free Libraries Committee. But bit 
by bit, by that gentle pressure generally extended on those willing to do 
work, he was landed in the mayoral chair. He felt bound to acknowledge 
how much of any aptitude he had for public business was owing to his 
emery training—not that he sat in the mayoral chair as a solicitor, 

ause he occupied the distinguished and enviable position of being for 
once in his life a client advised in the best ble manner by an able, 
learned, and ious town clerk. Therefore in matters of local law he did 
not pretend to know more than an articled clerk in his first year. Still there 
was something better than mere legal knowledge, and that was legal train- 
ing, and he felt grateful for his professional on two its. In the 
first place, a legal training ena one of to the 
real points of a case from the fringe which, 
up with it, and which, in the eyes 
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LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrery.—Dec. 19—Mr. Kinipple in the chair. 
—The subject for debate was, ‘*That the case of Re (1893, 3 Ch. 
154) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. Simon in the affirmative, 
followed by Mr. Douglas; Mr. Nimmo o in the ee followed 
by Mr. Tibbitts. The mtg Shag ee also spoke :— . H. Har- 
court, Trotter, and Tebbuts. . Simon having replied, the chairman 
summed up. The motion was lost by three votes. 

Norwich Law Srupsnts’ Socrry.—Dec. 4.—Mr. Horace E. Miller, 
barrister-at-law, read an interesting and instructive paper on ‘‘ Em- 
Piercing upon Lord Campbell's Act, 1846, aud the, Employers’ Liability 
menting u *s Ac yers’ Li 
‘Act, 1880, explained and criticized the Bill now before Parliament in a 
manner which shewed he was well acquainted with the subject. A hearty 
vote of thanks was accorded Mr. Miller for his paper. A vote of thanks 
to Mr. James Clabburn, who presided, brought the meeting to a clove. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
INFORMATION WANTED. 


Witt wantep, of the late Gzroncs Faspsrick Wivser, of Leslic-villas, 
Muswell-hill, and 1, Muscovy-court, London, supposed to have been made 
in the year 1889 or 1890. Any knowing of the same please communicate 
to J. 8. Winser, Tenterden. 





GENERAL. 


Sir Robert Palmer Harding, late Chief Official Receiver in Bankruptcy, 
died on the 22nd inst. He was for many years head of the firm of 
Harding, Whinney, & Co. 

Mr. R. 0. B. Lane, Q.C., is stated to be suffering from an attack of 
influenza, preventing his attending to his magisterial duties at the North 
London Police-court. 


On the 2ist inst. Mr. Justice North intimated that after the vacation 
he should be doing his own business, other than witness actions, for three 
days only; that on Tuesday, the 16th of Jan , he would try witness 
actions for a fo ht from the selected list, Gartag Ween see. 
Justice Chitty would take his necessary interlocutory work. further 
said that early in the — he hoped to dispose ‘of some of his own 
witness actions independently of the selected list. He would be able to 
say more accurately at the of next , when he had 
examined the list, in what manner he should deal with 


an extension of powers, under the Act of 1890, for winding up 
limited companies. It is also suggested that there shall be a 
in the emoluments of the official receivers, and additions to 
A necessary corollary is an increase to the present enormous and 
expensive clerical staff, which, according to the last return, cost 
upwards of £30,000 Fe _- 4 ye stey ne the extension 
is allowed, it will public 
delay, the absence of efficient control by creditors, the difficulty of 
obtaining any greene and the costliness of the —— mode 
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cases, there will be an issue of several 
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Déc. 30, 1893. 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 
% a * at Morley Lodge, Lewisham, the wife of W. Gurney Winter, solicitor, 
DEATHS. 


Herr.—Dec. 24, at Torquay, Roslin Hett, solicitor, of Brigg, aged 57. 
Mituanx.—Dec. 22, at 1, Cranley-place, Onslow-square, 8.W., Henry Salusbury Milman 
HA, FSA, ttktncties.cit. ere , 








Wanvxixa To bay se ra Hover Purcuasens & Lessexs.—Before purchasi 
a house have thi arrangements tho: hly examined by an expert pen The 
ne & Ventilation Co., “7 n the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
We stex (Insta. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &c. -[Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep uv CHancery. 
Ricwagp gin ay & Co, Lim:rep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 24, to send 


their names and addresses, and particulars of their a debts or claims, to Ed Edward James 
Abbott, 9, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. Nicholson & Co, 24, Coleman st, solors for 


Saitixe Suir “* Woottoy ” Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 10, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their sir debts or claims, to R. W. Ley- 
land, H 19 to 21, Exchange bidgs, Liverpool 

Sream Loop Co, ‘Linrrep—Petn for win up, presented Dec 18, directed to be heard 
on Jan 11. Phillips & Co, 27, Nicholas lane, solors, petners in person. Notice of 

= must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
an 
Hieu Court or Justice, Iste or May. 
Limirep ny CHANcERY. 

Dove ras Heap Susrexsion Brince, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Satur- 

day, Jan *. dl cont their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 

to Josiah dall Rigby, Douglas, Isle of Mad. Wednesday, Jan 17, at 11, at the Court 

is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the said debts and 
, Douglas, advocate for official liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
BLAckKLey anp epromes Layp anv Buitpine Society, Luurrep, 44, Norfolk st, Man- 


claims. W. F. 


Mvcua Marcie Femave Friexpty Society, Much Marcle, Hereford. Dec 16 


Paitaytueoric Lovaeg, National Independent Order of Odd Fellows Society, County Arms 

Inn, Stan’ » Bucks. Dec 16 
Srar-ix-rae-West Lover, Ancient Noble aed of United Odd Fellows, Bolton Unity, 

King’s Head Inn, Sowerby, Yorks. Dec 1 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1n CHANCERY. 
Aye Lo-GaALiciay 2 my Limtrgo—Petn for winding up, ee Nov 14, directed 
be heard on Jan 11. Beall & Co, Throgmorton House, Copthall avenue, solors for 
petner. —_ ot appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
an 
Barcen’s Restaurants, Linrrep ae for winding up, presented Dec 20, directed to be 
heard on Jan 11. Pollock & Co, 6, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for petners. Notice of 
9 must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
an 


Mawor Pare Mitk Co, Linireo—Creditors ired, on or before Feb 17, to send their 
Dames and addresses, and particulars of their debts or —— to Walter Sissons, 8, Bank 
st, Sheffield. Taylor & Co, Sheffield, solors for liquidator 

Usuimirep rs CHANCERY. 


Leevs Bayxixe Co—North, J., has, by an order dated Nov 20, appointed John Francis 
Clarke, 41, Coleman st, to Ms official liquidator 











CRiusDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dec. 15. 
Edgbaston, Bittiingham, Licensed Victualler Jan 12 Jackson v 
itty, J Mosely, 183, Strand 
, Baker Jani4 Pitts v Pitts, Kekewich, J Barnes, Chester 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 19. 


Watxer, Gzorcs Aurzep, Arthog, Dolgelly, North Wales, Quarry Owner Jan 19 
Pearson v Smith, Kekewich, ” Robinson & Stannard, Eastchea ~y } 
Wico, Hesar Faaxcis, Southport, Jan 22 Wigg v Wiggs, Registrar, Liverpool Wood & 


London Gazette—Fripay, Dec. 22. 
Exizapeta, Faweett st, Redcliffe gardens Jani5 Browne v Browne, Chitty, J 
Church gate, N ; 
Navong, try yd Slaugham, Sussex, Gent Janis Origone v Navone, Chitty,J San- 


Co, Queen Victoria st 
Weegee, 1 ee, Chester Jan22 Diggles v Clarke, Registrar, Manchester 


Morat, Arruvur, 
Chitt; 
Pirrs, Jouyx Joseru, 


London Gazette.—Tuxzspay, Dec. 26. 
Carezp, Sy en Somerset, Yeoman Jan 31 Barnes v Swanton, Keke- 
Pixs, Atrazp Srvurrox, and Heyry ete Pa Victoria st, Westminster, 
Engineers Jan 17 Ratliff y Wheeler, Stirling, J. Wheeler, Queen Victoria st 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, Dec, 15. 
Awizt, Isasut, Cheltenham Jan17 Surman & Quekett, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Bone.ua, James, Bury St Edmunds, Licensed Victualler Jan 12 Tempany & Co, 
Bedford row 


Craxtox, Lyp1a, Stratford, Spinster Jan 20 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Cou.err, Bersy, Thorner, York Jani Ward & Sons, Leeds 

Cotiert, Wituram, Thorner, York, Farmer Jan1 Ward & Sons, Leeds 

Coorer, Jouy, Birmingham Jan15 Gem & Co, Birmingham 

Coway, Jouy, Birmingham, Tailor Jan1ié Gem & Co, Birmingham 

Creicuron, Ricnarp, Hemsworth Jan 31 Williams & Co, Wakefield 

Davin, Marcar, Esq, Bayswater March 1 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Dawes, Henry, Whiston, York, Farmer Jan15 Pashley & Hodgkinson, Rotherham 

Deay, Joun, Blackburn, Cotton Spinner Jan 10 Withers & Hargreaves, Blackburn 

Dunxsinotox, James, Bradford, Joiner Jan 18 Freeman, Bradford 

Haarsceicuer, Joun Samvet, Leadenhall st, Merchant Jan 25 Michael Abrahams & 
Co, Old Jewry 

Harrow, Tuomas, Bolton, Engineer Dec 30 Dutton, Bolton 

Hawrunorse, Anve, Birmingham, Widow Jan20 Smith & Co, Birmingham 

Hermann, Josern, Whitechapel, Confectioner March 31 Slater, Finsbury pavement 

Ho.r, Harriey, Extwistle, Farmer Jan 31 Higgin, Burnley 

Horrixs, Toomas Wii11aM, Plymouth, Printer Jan8 Bond & Co, Plymouth 

Jure, Resecca, Burnham, Widow Jan13 Rutter & Rutter, Wincanton 

Kenyon, Cuarves, Rotherham, Confectioner Jan 31 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

Laker, Euma, Brighton, Widow Feb15 Carpenter & Sons, Laurence Pountney lane 

Low, Hven, Enfield, Nurseryman Jan18 Tocque & Rodyk, Aldermanbury 

Lumps, Ema, Wakefield, Widow Feb1 Mander & Co, Wakefield 

Lyscu-Bosse, Eva Livia, Chelsea Jan 31 Tweed, Devereux bldgs 

Moss, Bensamin Jervery, Rotheraam, Nail Manufacturer Jan 26 Oxley & Coward, 
Rotherham 


Mowsray, Grorce, Newcastle on Tyne, Gardener Jan 15 Shortt & Fenwicke, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

Newser, Tuomas Canistian, Rotherhithe st Janil Ramskill, Gt St Helens 

Norman, Wituram Henry, Chiswick, Gent Jan 31 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeants’ inn 

Pickarp, Any, Lancaster, Widow Dec 30 Hall & Co, Lancuste: 

Povutsom, Georce, Skewen, nr Neath, Butcher Jan 12 Morgan & David, Neath 

Prayce, Ropert Rooxe, Hampstead Jan 18 Prance, Bexhill on Sea 

Prestoxy, Witttam, Upper Haugh, York, Boot Maker Jan 26 Oxley & Coward, 
Rotherham 


Price, Davip, Gowerton, Glam Jan15 Jones Lloyd, Barry Dock 
Rimmer, Josern Henat Eanest, Finsbury pk, Perfumer Jan 13 Crouch & Co, 
Lawrence lane 


Rocers, Mary, Falmouth, Spinster Jan 20 Rogers, Falmouth 
Rowe, Wi1114m, Clitheroe, Farmer Jan15 Easthams & Holme, Clitheroe 
Rymer, Epwarp, Kensington, Leather Merchant Feb1 Gasquet & Metcalfe, Idol lane 
Seage, Ricnarp, Hackney, Gent Jani8 Webb, Tottenham 
Sroxes, Frepericx Ricuarp, Stamfordst Jan 15 Paice & Cross, Furnival’s inn 
Tuorn, James, Rochester, Builder Jan 15 Basset & Boucher, Rochester 
Warre, Jous Witt1am Cartweiaut, Pitsmoor, Butcher Jan 12 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 
Wane, Tuomas, Battersea, Poulterer Feb1 Comins, Gt Portland st 
Wi.pv, Apam, Heywood, Lancaster, Tobacconist Dec 30 Banks & Maddock, Heywood 
Yares, Joseru, Salford, Painter Jan16 Butler, Broughton in Furness 
London Gazette.—Tuxspvay, Dec. 19. 
sone anaes Wix.1am, Burton upon Trent, Maltster Feb1 Small, Burton upon 
ren 


Arcu, Jouy, Lambeth, Builder Jan 31 Sherrard, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Anmrrace, ELKANAH, Pendleton Jan 61 Sale & Co, Manchester 
Brat, Tomas, Crouch End, Gent Feb1 Jennings, Great Winchester st 


Biaxey, Wavrer Wittiam, Newcastle Tyne, Secretary to Licensed Victuallers’ 
Protection Hociety Jan 9 Mather & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Ca.uison, WiLt1am, Manchester Dec 29 Wilson, Ashton under Lyne 

Curtvers, Rosert, Suffolk, Farmer Feb1 Cross & Ram, Halesworth 

Diswore, Joux, Homerton, Banker’s Clerk Jan 20 Myatt, Abchurch lane 

Favixyenr, Exe, Sheffield, Widow Jan20 Webster & Strying, Sheffield 

Fie.pixe, Faywxy, Rochdale, Newsagent Jan 20 Wiles, Rochdale 

FiapGcate, Mary Axx, Uxbridge, Widow Jan 24 Letts Bros, Bartlett's bldgs 

Francis, Tuomas, Carmarthen, Gent Dec 31 Barker & Co, Carmarthen 

Freeman, Evwaro, Huddersfield Jan 22 Armitage & Sykes, Huddersfield 

Green, Georcs Joseru, Fingringhoe, Farmer Jan5 Howard & Co, Colchester 

Guest, Witu14M Heyry, Leigh, Cotton Spinner Jan8 Widdows, Leigh 
Haytuorywaite, Joseru, Accrington, Potato Merchant Jan 31 Sandeman, Accrington 
Hit, James, Clapham rd, Ironmonger March 19 Charlton, St. Swithin’s lane 
Hovextsox, Matruew Wit11am, Chorlton on Medlock, Gent Jan 15 Scholfield, Man- 


Horsra.t, Tuomas, Morley, Gent Feb15 Scatcherd & Co, Leeds 

Inisu, Saran, Torquay Jan13 Hacker & Michelmore, Newton Abbot 

Jones, Cuantes Epwarp, Twickenham, Gent Jan16 Jutsum, Finsbury pavement 

Kewvox, Joux, Brynllwydwyn, Montgomery, Surgeon Jan 20 Kenyon & Son, Thorne, 
via Doncaster 


* Mactnrosn, James, Altham, Innkeeper Jan 15 Haworth & Broughton, Accrington 
Mantey, Witu1am, Brompton Feb1 Hores & Pattisson, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Moraas, Sterne, Carmarthen, Gent Dec31 Barker & Co, Carmarthen 

Paice, Mary Axx, Birmingham, Widow Jan19 Thomas, Birmingham 

Ramspex, Sanan, Bradford, Spinster Jan 20 Atkinson, Bradford 

Basvene, 2 Mansa, Westbourne park, Widow Jan31 Jackson & Wright, Linooln’s in 


Senior, Jouy Witt1aM, Huddersfield, Surgeon Jan13 Kidd & Bentley, Holmfirth 





Bopixcrox, Jamas Heacock, Edgbaston Janié Gem & Co, Birmingham 
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Stacey, Wrut1am, East Chiltington, Farmer Jan 16 Head & Sons, East Grinstead 
Stuckey, Geoncr, Cardiff, Contractor Jan 31 Ingledew & Rees, Cardiff 

Susman, Pavt, Ardwick, Shipping Merchant Jan 30 Hinde & Co, Manchester 
Swates, Eutiy, York, Widow Jan 31 Turner, York 

Tataam, Geoncr, Leeds, Leather Manufacturer Jan 3) Ford & Warren, Leeds 
Tarrersatt, Joun, Bickley, Kent, Wine Merchant Jan 30 Robinson & Stannard, 


Tnompsoy, Joan Dawret, Camberwell Jan 15 Tempany & Co, Bedford row 

Turner, Marrna, Ipswich Jan16 Veasey, Ipswich 

Usprrwoop, Anam, Nottingham, Gent Jan17 Maples & McCraith, Nottingham 
Warren, Georar, Liverpool, Bookkeeper Jan 22 Whitley & Co Liverpool 

Warsox, Eowarp Giieerrt, Belsize pk, Esq Feb1 Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

Wuirestvr, Ricnarp, Southport, Hotel Keeper Jan 30 Buck & Co, Southport 
Wurrtaxer, Jaues, Birmingham, Tinman Mar25 Thomas, Birmingham 

Wnogy, eee Grorar, Castle Sowerby, Cumbrid, Esq Jan15 Donald & Ostell, 


isle 

Wixpow, James, Chalfurd, Gloucester, Farmer Jan6 Witchell & Sons, Stroud 
Woop, Witt1am, Oulton, Leeds, Colliery Proprietor Jan26 Brown & Co, Wakefield 
Wootrey, Exvizanets, Nottingham, Spinster Feb1 Watson & Co, Nottingham 


Wricnrt, oe Grorer, Willesden, Corn Merchant Feb 1 Taylor & Taylor, New 
Broad st 
London Gazette.—Fatpay, Dee. 22. 


Baaot, Witu1am Watrer, Erdington, Warwick, Esq Jan 31 Smith & Co, Birmingham 
Bays, Atrrep, Marlborough rd, Old Kent rd Jan2i Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 
Bemepripor, James Kesper.ina, Sheffield, Director Jan31 Binney, Sheffield 

Biaaiy, Eowarp Hewyry, Cursitor st, Solicitor Feb1 Boydell, South sq 

Bow es, Witi1am, Charlton Jan 25 Fenn, Queen Victoria st 

Briaas, Tuomas, Manningham, Timber Turner March 1 Hutchinson & Sons, Bradford 
Ciements, Harry, Acton, Beerhouse Keeper Jan 31 Brown, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Co.zs, Joseru Henry, Kinson, Dorset Jan15 Witt & Kemp Welch, Poole 

Cox wey, Exizasetu, Pontrhydyrvn, Mon, Spinster Feb1 Colborne & Co, Newport, 
1... an Dustop, Dorset sq Feb Collisson & Prichard, Bedford row 
Cresswett, Cuaries Estcourt,Cheltenham Feb7 Flux & Co, Leadenhall st 
Dicxisson, Tuomas, Friskney, Lincoln, Farmer Jan1 Bassitt, Wainfleet 

Dup.ey, Bexsamtn Woottey, Rangiora, N.Z. Jan19 Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 





‘Frrrox, Warrevey 8am, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Jeweller Jan 22 Godfrey & Co, Halifax 


Garey, Susaxvan Marcaret, Lindridge, Widow Jan9 Norris & Miles, Tenbury 
Harrison, Acres, Aigburth Jan 24 Avison & Co, Liverpool 

Joxrs, Many, Liverpool, Widow Feb1 A H Spink & Co, Liverpool 

Kay, Grorarwa, Sheffield, Widow Jan 31 Binney, Sheffield 

Kent, Epwanrp, Clint, York, Farmer Jan 18 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

Kexyox, Jouy, Brynllwydwyn, Montgomery, Surgeon Jan 20 Kenyon & Son, Thorne > 
Kwyiauts, Danret, Somerleyton, Coal Merchant Jan 31 Ellen & Holt, Lowestoft 
Levien, Mary Ayx, Teddington, Widow Feb 14 Twisden & Co, Russell sq 

Lioyp, Avevsta Mary, Handsworth, Widow Jan 20 Westwood, Birmingham 

Loom, Jouy, Peckham, Gent Jan 31 Lockyer & Avery, New Cross rd 

Mircnett, Witiiam, Penzance, Licensed Victualler Jan 81 Trythall & Bodilly, 


Moopy-Warp, Ricuarp, Reading, Doctor Jan 20 Hubbard, Chancery lane 
Neumeister, Ape.z, Bryanston st, Hotel Keeper Jan 31 Letts Bros, Bartlett's bldgs 
Paces, Evizasers, Farnham Jan25 Hollest & Co, Farnham 

Parker, Sanan, Skipton, Yorks, Widow Jan 23 Granger & Askren, Leeds 

Pitt, Samuet Garnav, Madras Jan19 Bridges & Co, Red Lion aq 

Porrer, Hanaiet, Moseley, Widow Jan27 Foster & Kendrick, Birmingham 
Pripravx, Cuaries, Crown Hill, Devon, Esq Jan18 Pridham, Plymouth 

Ricnarps, Haremr Juriana, St Peter’s sq, Widow Jan 31 Carr, High Holborn 

Ricn, Maniax, Lewisham, Spinster Jan 31 Buttanshaw, Budge row 

Scort, Josern, Easington lane, Durham, Innkeeper Jan 16 Graham & Shepherd, Sun- 
Pa 3 Liverpool, Widow Jan 20 Alsop & Co, Liverpool 

Sroxes, Mary, Nottingham, Widow Feb1 Pierce, Nottinghnm 

Tuomsox, Taomas, Upper Berkeley st, Baker Feb 1 Kingsbury & Turner, George st, 
oa. ieaent, Ipswich Jani6é Kersey, Ipswich 

Tysox, Witi1am, Oxton, Siationer Jan3i Lamb & Taylor, Birkenhead 

Vixceyt, Jaxz, Camborne, Cornwall, Grocer Jan 20 Trevena & Holloway, Redruth 
Wiry, Wiit1am Epwanp, Erdington, Gent Jan 31 Smith & Co, Birmingham 
Wintiams, Exiza, 8t Just in Penwith, Widow Jan31 Trythall & Bodilly, Penzance 


Worstey, Magranne Creistiaya Isanecca, Terrington, Yorks, Widow Feb1 H Ww 
& B Pearson, Malton = 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dec. 22. | Liturgy, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 


| Socez, Tuomas, Ki 


Avaus, Wittam, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet Dee 20 Ord | or oe Josten, Harlow, Essex, Farmer Hertford 


Ayetox, Frepericxk J, Barnsbury, ans Victualler | ne yp + aed Eogineer Man- 


High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 1 Loc 
Baritey, Groror, Retford, Notts, Moulder Lincoln Pet | uast, Eowarp, Wh 
Dec19 Ord Dee 19 St Albans Put 


9 Ord Dec 19 Nov 21 Ord Dec 


-upon-Hull Pet Dec 19 Ord Dee 1 
ILLIAM, ——— Fruit Dealer Nottingham 


eathamstead 

Dee 18 Ord Dec 18 

Baines, Herpert oo Leeds, Fish Dealer Leeds Pet | | Lvoas, WIiiam ere, Coe, Architect Cardiff Pt 
Dee 1 


-Hull, — Deal Cox, Soxs, Bucxury, & Co, Maiden lane, Covent grin, 
« *r | “°*peclesiastical Warehousemen Dec 23 at 11 ; 


Crowruenr, Josern, Fruit Salesman Jan 4 ati? 
Manor row, 
Joux Exuro0rr, Overton, Innkeeper Jan 3 at 2.30 
14, Chapel st, Preston 
Davies, Wittiam Gave, Cardiff, Licensed Victuiller Jan 
9at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen at, Cardiff 
bed nye amt of no occupation Jan 


Crozier’ 
or 


, Coal Merchant 


Pet Decl Ord Dec 


Ba.iarp, Stoney, Godalming, Draper Guildford Pet Nov | eae High Coast Laxcasren, Piccadilly, —_ in Holy 
2 


Ord Dec 18 
mae Aurrep, Bradford Bradford Pet Dec 19 Ord | 


Biakemore, Danii, Worcester, Dealer in = Bae Instru- 
ments Worcester Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 

Botton, Rosert Firzroy, Campden Hill om Insurance 
Agent High Court Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 1 

Boy LE, Bensamin Patrick, Daventr. Saeibey Surgeon | 

orthampton Pet Dec15 Ord 5 

Brieut, Epwarp ese, Pimlico, Gent High Court | 
Pet Sept5 Ord Dec 1 | 

Bryayx, Freperick Ave Ail 8, Stockton on Tees, Tron- | 
monger Stockton on Tees Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

Bucnanan, GAL, Colville ter High Court Pet Dee 2 | 
Ord Dee 19 | 

—> Fone, Luton, Engine r Luton Pet Dec18 Ord | 

18 

Couey, Samuet, Hoxton, Jeweller High Court Pet Dec | 
18° Ord Dee 18 

CrowTuer, Josern, —o Fruit Salesman Bradford | 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 1 

Custis, Micnae. ange Manchester, Mineral ht 

> ene ed Pet Dee 19 Ord Dee 1 

AVIES, ILLIAM, Pontye: a. Glam, Q 

Cardiff Pet Decl9 Ord D : <rman 

Dyson, Tuomas, Oldham, Cab , a Oldham Pet 
Decl8 Ord Dec 18 


Ezarp, Jouy, me, Confectioner Sunderland Pet 
Dec 19 Ord Dee 1 

Gapspen, James Debden, Essex, Farmer Cambridge Pet | | 
Dec $ Ord | 

Groves, Groragz, + ee Builder Leicester Pet Dee | 
18 Dec 18 

Ho.pswortu, Grorar, Halifax, Timber Merchant Halifax 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dee lg 

Hoop, Harriet, Scarborough, Fruiterer Scarborough 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dee 20 


Hues, Wituam Bortter, Oxford, Todging house 
Keeper Oxford Pet Dec i9 Ord Dec 1 

Hunt, Samvet Grorce, Worcester, at at Worcester 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Ituewortn, Wiiuam Henry, Pees Builder 

' ge a game > Ord Dec 1 

NGLE, JOHN ILLIAM, Salant Ni 
Nottingham Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 ; 

Jerverson, Samuri Awmpnosr, Kingston-u pon-Hull, 
pence Kingston-upon-Hull Pet Dec sr} Ord 


18 
Jouxsox, Manx, Pickering, Tailor Scarborough P 
18 Ord Dec 18 . as 





Morais, James, Ni Mon New oa P t Dee 19 
Ord Dec 19 ’ ewport, port, ¢ 


| Monros, tll Enoca Macponatp, Finsbury Park “ 
— Vendor High Court Pet Dec 19 O 


Parkin, Legge 3 James, Leeds, Cab Proprietor Leeds 
| 7 A Gowan, Johos Johnston, a Cai ter P, 
angen’ ORG e, Carpen em- 
8c wn Fin ine yc honted China Importer 
B.. .. ALTER, Fins pavement, China Im; 
h Court Pi 


et Dec 19 9 Ord Dee 19 
Woollen. Draper Preston 
Srewart, Am my 


18 
» Wardrobe Dealer Preston Pet 
Dec 18 Ord 


Srock, mane, Nocti Weald, Essex, Farmer Edmonton 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

| Tuorr, Arrnor Srayiey, Manchester, Yarn Agent Man- 
chester Pet Dec 16 ‘Ord Dzc 18 

Vauenan, Witmor High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Dee 18 


Warsoy, Jonny, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford Pet Doc 16 
Ord Dee 16 


Wirners, Taomas, Leicester, Cooper Leicester Pet Dec 
18 Ord Dec 18 


Stevenson, Roperr, 
Pet DecS Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


| Atuax, h dag ag Ricnaxpsox, Kingston u Hull, Tubac- 
nist Jan 6 at 11.30 Om Ree, Trinity House lane, 


ull 
Austix, Grorce, Oldham, Furniture Salesman Dec 29 at 
11 ‘Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Baiuey, Sommee, re ord, Moulder Jan 4 at 12.30 Off 
, Silver 
oe Lorru aaa Mapiacer Jan 3 at 4 
"8 8q, 
Bake 1LL1AM, Bourne _ =~ Farmer Jan 5 at 
13 Law Courts, New rd, ugh 
Bucaninee ALFRED, Deedferd Jan 8 at 11 Off Ree, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 


— Wiurian Crossy, Gt racy Auctioneer Jan 5 
Osborne rimsby 

Manchester pgtubinbet 

Sinn See Yorks, Labourer Jan 


Coox, Henry, Leeds, Tailor Dec 22 at11 Off Rec, 22, 
Corn, Euzne Hine Berkeley, House Decorator Jan1 at 3 
‘Charles Scott, Berkeley” Gloucestershire 


atee James, 
"8 


Catvert, Taomas, 
8 at 11.30 





De GatuatTix, James, 
4at3 Of 95, Temple aes, Sompe arenas 
Dittox, Taomas Wevcrscey, Cardiff, Engineer Jan 9 at 
11.30 Off 29, Queen at, Cardiff 


Dowss, wrnsste OMA: Dover, Builder Doc 2) at 11 

Rec, 73, Castle st, 

ene AnyTHosy Darham, Innkeeper Jan 
Three ‘Tuns Ferrara, 


9 at 12 

roe, po Eowix, Sowerby, Yorks, Grocer Jan 8 at 
11.30 Court e, Northallerton 

rues Hewyry, Great Grimsby, ey Agent Janbat 
11.30 Of Ree, 15, Osborne st, Great G y 


Gru, F, W! rd, Publican Jan 2 at 12 Bank- 


ruptey st 
Gairriy, ues Taropors, Bamenees. out of basiness 
Jan’3 at 12 Bankruptcy 

Dee 29at3 Off Rec, 


Goor"hantige a Tale 
i Jan 3 at 10.30 Of 


yltonann Sunderland, Shoo Shoemaker Dec 2) at3 


Horan, Sone, 3 Dan, 8 Pee eg Bricklayer Jan 5 at 9.30 Of 


at, Canterbury 
Humperstoye, oy Pn “> Great Grimsby, Huse 
Furnisher Jan 6 at 10.30 Off Rec, 15, Osborne street, 


Market, Salesman Jan 2at 11 


st 
J i Court house, N age 
an 8 at 11.30 7 
use eg, 6, Petty Ou , Builder Jan 
ry, 
Jenxixs, Groros ea > wen. Tin Roller 
Dee’ 29 at 123). “Om Bank chmbrs, 


Hexpay 





Great ¢ 
Hontiry & Co, 


Newport, 
sommes Agrave Srxcuam, Eul’s Courtrd, Gent Jan3 
hee: s Davtoy St Dopmall'' Pembroke, rer Deo 30 at 
‘ft Ree, * feoaieans Jan 2 at 11 30 


teu. a Rg 








ms a coke Off Ree, 


— a Sturminster Newton, Butcher 
"yan Lat 12.90 Of Salisbury 









Atnentt Nai then iota eam gipatergerre nee erento 


148 


_THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Dec. 30 1893. 








Paacoox, nanan, Newcastle on Tyne, Market Gardener 
Jan 1.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
‘Siameen Tg Cowden, Kent, Pork Butcher Dec 29 at 
1 8 r & Hother, 66, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge 


Ramsay, ALExanper Extwistie, Cheltenham, Baronet 
Jan 4 at 2.30 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Ricnarps, Enwarp Hawxesworrn, Loughborough, Tailor 
Dec 29 at 11 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Ricuarpson, James, Crundale, Kent, Butcher Jan 5 at 9 
Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Sansant, Josian Jonx, Leamington, Surgeon Dec 29 at 

2 Off Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Scott, Witt1am, Wandsworth, Builder’s Foreman Jan 2 
at12 24, Railway app, London —_ 

ery ~ Jounx Witu1am, Morecambe, Joiner Jan 3at3 

4, 


iton. 
Suirn, J Lionen, Uckington Jan 4 at 4 County Court 
Dd Cheltenham 
Sxar.nam, Tuomas, Preston, Hay Dealer Jan 3 at 2 Off 
14 st, Preston 


’ 

Taaa, James 111aM, Terrington St Clement, Farmer 
Jan 10 at 10.15 WB Whall, Market sq, King’ s Lynn 

Topp, Joux Rosert, Winguon upon Hull, Solicitor’s Clerk 
JanSat11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Turner, Harry SHADWELL, Villiers st, Ironmonger Jan 2 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Watson, Joun, Bradford, Grocer Jan 4 at 11 Off Ree, 
$1, Manor row, Bradford 

Wituiams, Witiiam, Neyland, Pembs, Butcher Dec 30 at 
1 Ree, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

W om eA JAMES, a, Liverpool, Baker Jan 3 at 3 Off Reo, 35, 


—— Bex t Stal bridge, ( Yorn Dealer Jan 11 at 12.45 
Town Ha!l, Ashton under Lyne 


AJDUDICATIONS. 
Barrer, Grorcr, Retford, Moulder Lincoln Pet Dec 19 


Ord Dee 19 
Bases, Hersert Davin, Leeds, Fish Dealer Leeds Pet 
Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 
Barnett, CaTHanriye, —_. Dom Seller West 
Bromwich Pet Dec13 Ord Di 
Beacu, James Cares, Walworth 1 g High Court Pet 
Oct5 Ord Dec 18 
Beantanp, ALFRED, peeree, Stuff Buyer Bradford 
Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 1 
Botox, ae mel Campden hill sq, Insurance 
th Court Pet Dec18 Ord Dee 19 
Boyp, , &.. Grorce, 8t Mary axe, Shipbroker High 
Court Pet Oct 25 Ord Dec 19 
Bor.r, Bensamin Partaicx, Daventry, Veterinary Surgeon 
pton Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 15 
Bayay, Freperick Aveustvs, Stockton on Tees, Iron- 
r Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Ganges, Free, Luton, General Engineer Luton ~- Pet 
18 Ord Dee 18 
Pam Sterne, Kettering, Shoe Manufacturer North- 
ampton Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 12 
Crowtuer, Josern, Bradford, Fruit Salesman Bradford 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 
Curtis, Micuart Epwarp, Manchester, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Manchester Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 
Davies, WHIt11AM, be = my Glam, Quarryman 
Cardiff Pet Dec Dec 19 
Dittow, Tuomas Weiuesiey, Cardiff, Engineer Cardiff 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 18 
Donsox, Georaz, Penarth, Chemical Works Manager 
Cardiff Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 18 
Dysox, Tuomas, Oldham, Cab Proprietor Oldham Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dee 18 
aor Joun Lewis, Cardiff, Shipbroker Cardiff Pet Dec 
Ord Dee 16 
Seca Joun, ~~. Confectioner Sunderland Pet 
Dec19 Ord 


ee JAMES, Wells st HighCourt Pet Sept5 Ord 

16 

Groves, Grorace, Belgrave, Leicester, Builder Leicester 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 1 


Haes, Joun Arruvr, enone row, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Dee 1 

Ho.pswortn, Grorar, Halifax, Timber Merchant Halifax 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Hoop, Hareier, Scarborough, Fruiterer Scarborough 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 


Howarp, Ropgret Atzey, Old Dalby, Leicester, Grazier 
Leicester Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 11 

Houwr, Sauvet Groner, aes Innkeeper Worcester 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 1 

Iuuixeworta, WILLIAM tl “ta Builder Cam- 
bri Dec 18 Ord Dec 

Isoue, Joun Witiiam, Sutton - a Nurseryman 
Ni ham Pet Dec18 Ord 

—— Samvet Anmprose, Kingston eau Hull, meei- 

upon Hull PetDec18 Ord Dec 1 

Summ a Sooeame. Earl’s Court rd, Gent High 
Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 19 

Jouxsox, Mark, Pickering, Tailor Scarborough Pet Dec 
18 Ord Dee 18 

Kexoatt, Josern, Barrow in Furness, Solicitor’s Clerk 
Ulverston Pet Novy7 Ord Dec 20 

Kessectmever, Wittiam Jonanyes, rieaiek Insurance 
Agent "Menshester Pet Nov 16 Ord Dec 20 

Lacey, Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull, Milk Dealer 

ing Hull Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 
— A.eert, Gutter _ Warehouseman High Court 
‘ov 29 

Litter, Witiram Nottingham, Fruit Dealer Nottingham 

Pet Dee 19 Ord Dec 19 


Lierrot, Joux count Eccle:, Laundry Engineer Man- 
chester Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Locxuart, Epwarp, by ae ma Coal Merchant 
StAlbans Pet Deci8 Ord Dec 1 

Mansect, Freperice WILwiAM, Palmerston bldgs High 

Me a Pet t ie a Dee 1 
mais, ARTHUR euxs, Dover x Captain High Court 
Pet Oct 11 


20 
Morais, James, Newport, Mon Newport,Mon Pet D. 
19 Ord Dee 19 : on 








Mortros, Hexry Exocn Macpvonaup, South HornseY; 
Patent Medicine Vendor High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord 


Dee 1 

Parkis, aes ND Sonee, Leeds, Cab Proprietor Leeds Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Dee 1 

Prircuarp, J>nx, Blaenau Festiniog, Grocer Portmadoc 
Pet Dec4 Ord Dee 1 

aa > .p ® Hy mes J castle, Builder Wandsworth Pet 

t3 Ord Dee 1 

8c B..- GH, JOHN , Leicester, Leather Merchant 
Leicester Pet Nov25 Ord Dec 16 

Saurru, J Lioyet, Uckington, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Dee 20 

Spryer, Louis, Moorgate st, Merchant High Court Pet 
Oct 16 Ord Dee 18 

Sprrtie, Cuar_es Bens amin oa, Postmaster Ports- 
mouth Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 

Srewart, R W, Wandsworth, , « Dealer Wands- 
worth Pet Nov29 Ord Dee 20 

Srewart, Ayn, Blackpool, Wardrobe Dealer Preston Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Sropns, Francis, ooo st, Sempeey Promoter High 
Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Dec 

Stock, Harry, North Weald + Farmer Edmonton 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dee 20 

Tayior, Atyrep W8,Gent HighCourt PetOct14 Ord 
ec 1 


Dec 18 

Taorp, Artnur Staytey, =~ Yarn Agent Man- 
chester PetDec16 Ord Dec 

Turner, Grorcr Lewis Caurcnitt, D Bolicitor High Court 
Pet April 20 Ord Dec 18 

Watson, Jouy, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet Doe 15 
Ord Dee 16 

Witxrssox, Ricnarp, Hindley, Lancs, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Wi Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 18 

Witians, Wituram Russeit, Albemarle st High Court 
Pet Sept 13 Ord Dec 18 

Wiscuester, Hersert, Hurstmonceux, Sussex, Builder 
Lewes Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Wirners, Tuomas, Leicester, Cooper Leicester Pet Dec 
18 Ord Dec19 

Woor, James, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet Dec 8 
Ord Dee 18 

Worrn, Ben, Stalybridge, ous Dealer Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Dec2 Ord Dec18 

Wriant, Josern, Luddenden, Cattle Dealer Halifax Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 


London Gazetle—Turspay, Dec. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Batt, Revsex, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Notting- 
ham Pet Dec 20 Ord Dee 20 

Bonp, Joseru Ropesnurst, Crewkerne, Builder Yeovil 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 21 

Boye, Joux, Neasham, Innkeeper Stockton on Tees Pet 
Dee 20 Ord Dee 20 

Bornipce, Henry, Nottin; , Machine Dealer Notting- 
ham Pet Dec2i Ord Dec 21 

Cocker, Hamust, Manchester, Mill Manager Oldham 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Davies, Davip, Ammanford, aed Merchant Carmar- 
then PetNov7 Ord Dec 1 

Fucuter, Sar es Watchmaker Maidstone Pet 
Dee 2 Ord Dee 2' 


Furtw Hn Fp dl rai Neath, Jeweller Neath 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 2 

Gameuy, WitiiaM ee Wisbech, i Manufacturer 
King’ sLynn Pet Dec 21 Ord 

Haw, Wit AM, Bradford, Railway Clock Bradford Pet 
Dee 21 Ord Dee 21 

Homes, Tuomas, Wingate, Builder Sunderland Pet Dec 
9 Ord Dee 21 

Jerrvaies, Taomas, Ulverston, Innkeeper Ulverston Pet 
Dee 21 Ord Dec 21 

Lazonsy, Tuomas Nicuoas, Stockton on he) Cycle Agent 
Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 

Lez, Cuanes, Skegness, Grocer Boston Pet’ Dec 22 Ord 

Jee 22 

Liyprig.p, ARTHUR, reese, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet Dee 21 Ord Dec 2 

Loxepen, James, Wakesicld, Artist Wakefield Pet Dec 
20 Ord Dee 20 

Lovemss, James, Winchester Winchester Pet Dee 21 Ord 

ec 21 

McCormick, Frepericx, Ikeston, Clerk in Holy Orders 
Derby Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 21 

O’Suea, W H, Victoria st, Gent High Court Pet May 30 
Ord Dee 13 

Pesy, Joun Bacu, Smethwick, Brewer’s Agent West 
Bromwich Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 21 

Perry, Feancis, Reading, Dentist Reading Ord Dec 21 
Ord Dee 21 

Puitties, Joun Joruam, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
Dee 2 Ord Dec 21 

topinson, Georcr, Todmorlen, Mattress Manufacturer 

Burnley Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

Srevens, Carnentne Maria, Bournemo.”, Court Milliner 
Poole Pet Nov 14 Ord Dee 21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Gapspen, James, Debden, Essex, Farmer Jan 8 at 1215 
Off Ree, 5, Petty Gury, Camb: ridge 
Go.psrerx, WoL¥ P, Newport, Mon, Pawnbroker Jan 3 at 
12 Off Ree, Gl Bank Newport, Mon 
Hotsworrn, Georer, Halifax, Timber Merchant Jan 3 at 
3 Off Rec, Crossley st, Halifax 
Kvetx, Moses, Crutchedfriars, Wine Merchant Jan 4 at 
11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 
Lampert, Witttam, Lancaster, Glass Stainer Jan 3 at 3.45 
Off Rec, 15, Chapel st, Preston 
Luoyrp, J, Bank bh Civil Engineer Jan4at1i Bank- 
me ruptey as Cae 
ancereson, Toomas, Bram: uarry Owner Jan.12 
at 12.15 Angel Hotel, Chesterficid 
7 owe Killamarsh 
Angel Ho' Hotel, Chesterfield 





» Builder Jan 12 at 12.45 





Wurrcomse, Frepericx Saxpvorp, Birmingham, Land 
Surveyor Jan9at11 23, Colmore row 

Wiis, be — Butcher Jan 5 
at3 Off Ree, 95, Temple ys Temple avenue 

Wi1sox, Cuanues [timmy ——_ my & — 11.30 
0 unty chmbrs, sees 5 

Wonrnrsarox, Samvuet, Handsworth, Farm Taken Jan 
6at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Batt, Revsen, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Notting- 
Pet Dee 20 Ord Dec 20 

Birt, Te whe Py —+~ tena Salesman High Court 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Dee 2 

Boxv, Jou, Neasham, Durham, Innkeeper Stockton on 

Tees Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 

Burier, Wit1t1am Crossy, Great Grimsby, Auctioneer 
Great Grimsby Pet Nov13 Ord Dec 21 

Carricx, Lewis Cuagves, Fulham, Farrier High Court 
Pet Dec 7 Ord Dee 21 

Cocxer, Hamvet, Manchester, Mill Manager Oldham 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

OComsine, Jee a Welling llingborough, Grocer Northampton 

‘et 

E.som, ALFRED | hed * say pe Accountant High 
Court Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 2 

Forp, Ayprew, Stockton on Toss, Engineer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Nov16 Ord Dec 1 

Fucnrer, ar Maidstone, Dieter Maidstone 
Pet Dee Grd Dec 21 


Fortw atm d Francis Kou, Neath, Jeweller Neath — 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 2 

Gapspen, James, Debien, Essex, Farmer Cambridge | 
Pet Dee6 Ord Dec 2 


Gameury, WitiiamM eae. Wisbech, Tent Manufacturer 
King’s Lynn Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 4 
Hasse, Simox, Worth, Sussex, Grocer Tunbridge Wells © 
Pet Dec 14° Ord Dec 21 
Haw, Wasnt Bradford, Railway Clerk Bradford Pet | 
ec 2 Dee 2 
Jerrrizs, THomas, em Innkeeper Ulverston Pet 
Dec 21 Ord Dee 2 , 


Lazonxsy, THomas | Stockton on Tees, Cycle 
Agent Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 19 Ord Dee 20 
Tam, Cena Skegness, Grocer Boston Pet Dec 22 Ord 
22 


Lixprrecp, Artuur, Wandsworth, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

Loyepex, James, Wakefield, Artist Wakefield Pet Deo 
20 Ord Dec 20 

Lonemay, James, Winchest Winchester Pet Dec 21 
Ord Dee 21 

Nrxoy, Taomas, Blackhill, Durham, Joinsr Newcastle on 

8 et ted BL Chinn Ingenta 

CHARER, WALTE poems mi 
High Court Pot Dec 19 9 Ord Dec 

Toprick, 3 Billiter st, Indiarubber Merchant © 
High Court et Nov 20 Ord Dec 

Tussaup, Louis, 3 John’s Wood. Werwak Modeling 
High Court Pet Oct 2 Ord Dee 2 





SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Jan. 4.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp, at the 
E.C., Life Policies, &c. (see advertisement this wo p. 


All letters intended for publication in 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenti 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Journal with regularity, it is requested tha’ 
application be made direct to the Publisher, 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which 4 

cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Pa 

age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrap 
26s. ; by Post, 28s, Soxtcrrors’ Jousw. 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes be 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calj 
5s. 6d. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE se v 


BY So 3 APPOINTMENT 
To ae aise bench 


Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 

Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 

ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BAB 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. | 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gat 

ESTABLISHED 1680. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDO) 











